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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In 1962, for the second time in less than a decade, the National

Council of Teachers of English issued an official publication on the

subject of censorship. The authors of The Students' Rieht_to Read de-

clare that "across America today increasing pressures are exerted on

schools to restrict the access of students to important and worthwhile

books. In many communitiea attempts have been made to remove literary

works from classrooms and school libraries."
1 Their conviction that

"book censorship threatens to become a widespread.problem for schOols"2,

was reflected not only in further Council publications'and prog ams

during 1962-64, but also in those of othLr groups within and outside

the educational community.

Purpose of the_Study

This study was designed to provide a systematic description of

the incidence of censorship and the censorship incidents reported by

a selected, group of teachers during a specified time period. The first

purpose was to provide some measure of the frequency of censorship in-

cidents experienced by a sample population of teachers of Englih.in

public secondary schools during the two academic years (1962-63, 1563-60'

following public tion of The StudentO_Rtsht_to Read. alls, second,

1National Council of Teachers of English, Committee on the Right

to Read, The Students' Right to ReaA, Champaign, Illinois, The Council,
1962, p. 5.

2
Ibid., p. 13.
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although not secondary, purpose was to describe the censorship incidents

by describing: (1) the teachers involved, (2) the school and couununity

, !
contexts, (3) the would-be censors (4) the books in question, their

selection and use, and (5) the actual episodes from original complaint

to final resolution.

Need for Ale Study

"Before much progress can be made in solving problems, men must

possess accurate descriptions of the phenomena with which they ork."
1

Descriptive research traditionally has been, and should be, undertaken

to provide a basis for making intelligent plans and decisions in regard

to problems in the field of education. Howeve , despite the often

reiterated belief that book censorship is one of the most serious and

significant problems facing the contemporary teacher of 4riglish, neither

the National Council of Teachers of English nor anyone else has made a

formal assessment of the.situation except in a limited or unstructured

y. It is hoped that the data obtained in this study will serve as

a better basis for further thought, research, and action on the part

f individual English teachers, their professional associations and

training institutions, and other groups and individuals concerned about

the threat of censorship to schools today.

Assumptions. .

In the belief that the investigator's own convictions or

1Deobold B. Van Dalen, Understanding Educational Research: Ao
Introduction, New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1962, p. 184.

11



assumptions regarding the subject of this study should be made known,
PP

they are stated in very general terms as follows: (1) freedom of

communication La the basis of a free and democratic society and should

be maintained, and (2) censorship is a restriction or abrogation of

this freedom and should be opposed. More specifically, it is assumed

that: (1) education for citizenshiP in a democratic society should

be conducted within an atmosphere of freedom, (2) students should be

exposed to and have free access to a wide range of ideas and experiences,

and (3) competent t achers should be free, within legal and financial

limits, to -select from an unrestricted range of resources those miterials

which they deem to be most appropriate for their professional purposes.

Any attempt made to limit or deny these freedoms 'should be resisted.

Definitions

Censorship.. In the broadest sense of the term, "Censorship is

the withholding of a communication from one person tor another."
1

This

study focuses on that form of censorship which proscribes or restricts

the use of specific books in the public secondary school English cur-

riculum. 41though pre-publication censorship pressure upon textbook

publishers is a problem which should be of grave concern to educators,

it was not considered in this survey. The censorship pressures to be

described are those put upon the teacher of English as he considers,

recommends, selects, or uses works of literature and other pertinent

books in his professional capacity.

for

and

1 .

Owen Love, "Censorship--Whether.
the National Education Association,
Responsibilities, January 15, 1964,

.and why," Draft ,.of A memorandum

Commission on Professional Rights

p. 1.
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Although the process of selecting some books necessa ily involves

rej cting others, selection should not be confused with censorship.

From the point.of view of this study, selection is seen as an essentially

positive act involving the use of professional criteria and procedures;

censorsh p as essentially negative and involving non-professional

standards and methods.

Censor. A censor is one who censors and, in this context, one

who attempts to prevent the adoption or continued use of some particular

book or books in the English curriculum. Such a censor may be either

a lay citizen or an educator: a parent, clergyman, representative of

a local or national organization, principal, superintendent, m mber of

the board of education--eVen another teacher.

Limitations of the Study

The central purpose of a descriptive survey is to discover

"what " become-familiar with and depict for others the present

.status of some phenamenon. Since this ordinarily is the first form

of research undertaken on any problem, the surveyor cannot predict with

any certainty the value of his research; neither can he know for sure

what,questions to ask nor which will prove to be most significant.

Certainly in this study there is no claim that the questions were com-

prehensive. Responses to each portion of the survey instrument suggested'

additional questions which could have been asked.

'S condly, the questions dealt only with relatively objective,

easily describable experience. There was no attempt to investigate the

more subtle forms and results of censorship pressures on teachers of

Engliah . In addition the use of closed form questions restricted both

13
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the quantity and quality of responses. Even with,the provision of an

open for- "other" category in many instances, respondents had no ueal

opportunity to expand on their answers.

The particular population employed also should be considered a

limitation. The universe from which the sample was drawn was one part

of the membership of a professional association, the Secondary Section

of the National Council of Teachers of English. Any generalizations

made on the basis of sample findings cannot be extended-- ithout

reservations -beyond that universe to the larger population of United

States secondary school teachers of English as a whole. Council head-

quarters staff members have said that their geographical membership

patterns probably are not representative of the country's English teacher

population. Borg suggests that "there may be a tendency for the more

competent members of the professional group to belong to the organi-

zation.'
,1 Whatever they may be, there do appear to be differences

between English tea:Chers who rc members of the National Council of

Teachers of English and those who are not, as evidenced by some of

the findings of the recent.Council Study, The Wational_Interest and

rhe_Continuing Education_of_Teachers of English.2

Ilialter R. Borg, Educational Research:AliIntroduction, New
Yorks David McKay Company, Inc., 1963, p. 210.

2National Council of Teachers of English, Committee on the

National Interest, The National Interest and the Continuin Education

of Teachers of_En lish, Champaign, Illinois, The Council, 1964, 192 p.

14
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CHAPTER II
.

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In 1960, Downs noted that "a quick survey of AmetIcan and

British writings since 1900 revealed over 1200 periodical articles

and in excess of 100 books dealing directly with literary censorship.

A reference librarian in Oklahoma examined twenty-three years o

Library Literature "to discover how much literature on censorship is

being published in that profession."2 Library Literature is the most

comprehensive indexing service in the library field,and indexes-a

great amount of material that appears in non-library literature!

Since 1940, both the number and the perc-ntage of "censorship citations'

(in relation to the total citations) have risen fairly steadily ro a

high of 568 books, pamphlet , and articles on censorship cited ir 1961-63.

As these datE; suggest in making a search of the literature the

initial problem was that of focusing upon fairly specific aspects 0

the broad subject of censorship. Three successive steps in the process

of narrowIng the focus included concentration, first upon'book censor-

ship alone (as opposed to censorship in relation to all forms of print,

or to all forms of communication); then on book censorship only in

1
Robert B. Downs, ed., !The First Freedom: Liberty and Justice

in the World of Books and Reading Chicago, American Libtary Association,
1960, p. xii.

2
Jerome B. Simpson, 'Censorship: The Profession's Response,"

Ne :letter on Inte14ctua1 Freedom, 13:41-2g July 1964.

3_
-Loc. cit.
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relation to schools, and to secondary schools in part ular; and finally

on school book censorship on the secondary level only as it involved

books used in the English curriculum.

The search also focused for the most part on material published

since 1953. It was in 1953 that the National Council of Teachers of

English issued its first official publication on the subject, Censorshtp

and Controversy,
1
in response to a wave of attacks on teachers and text-

books following World War II. At this time the mo t common charge made

against the schools and school materials was that of "un-Americdhism"2-

a hunt was on frr Communists and Communift influence in the schools and

colleges of the country. Social Studies was a more frequent ta t than

the field of English, but the Council felt that even though "the number

of Instances in which a particular book, film, recording or other in-

structional mate ial has been banned directly from use in the English

classrooms of the nation [ as] r latively few, there was sufficient

cause for concern.

The initial stages of the search utilized the standard library

tools for this purpose: cumu ative book and periodical indexes; reports

of research completed and in progre lists of dissertations and projects.
4

Later, three days were spent at the.headquarters of the National Council

f Teachers of English in Champaign, Illinois, dIcucsing the problem of

1
National Council of Teachers of English, Committee on Censorship

of Teaching Materials for Classroom and Library, Censorship and Controversy,

Chicago, The Council, 1953, 56 p.

2Mary Anne Raywid, The Ax-Grinders: Cri ics of Our Pub ic Schools,

New York, The Macmillan Company, 1962, p. 69.

3-National Council of Teachers of English, Committee on Censorship

of Teaching Materials for Classroom and Library, a. cit p. 51.
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censorship with members of the headquarters staff, and going through

both their library and their files on the subject. During a subsequent

visit to the headquarters of the Commission on Professional Rights and

Responsibilities of the National Educatioa Association in Washington,

there w s a similar opportunity to make a search of their files A well

as to interview members of their staff. Relevant files and publications

also were made available at the office of the then Assistant Managing

Director of the American Book Publisher's Council, Peter Jennison,

and at the offices of the New York Civil Liberties Union and the Ame

can Civil Liberties Union in New York City. It was not possible to

make a visit to the American Library Association headquarters but

the wrxter was an invited participant in the Association's conference

on censorship which was attended by their national officers and stipe

chairmen of Intellectual Freedom Committees from all over the country,

as well as by representatives of a great range of organizations concerned

with questions of ceixsorship and freedom to read. Dspite these

opportunities to conduct an extensive search, few systematic studies

of any kind related to schoolook censorship were discovered. Exhortation

rather than investigation typified the relevant publications.

The Commission on Professional Rights and Responsibilities
1

the National Education Association sought information about textbook

censorship in its last two surveys of the "State of the Nation in Regard

to Criticisms of the Schools and Problems of Concern to Teachers."2

1Formerly known as the Commission for the Defense of Democracy

Through Education.

ZNational Education Association, Commission for the Defense of
Democracy Through Education, "State of the Nation in Regard to Criticisms
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These surveys four of which have been conducted since 1955, were 'Pilot

technical research jobs." They were prepared for the infermation of

Commission consultants and officera of local and state educational or-

ganizations, not for publication or general distribution.
1

Questionnaires

were sent to a large number of educators--lesders of local and state

groups--and in many cases their r- ponses reflected the opinions of

members of their groups as well as their own. The rsponse rate in

1961 was 23 per cent (1801 questionnair _); n 1963 it was 19 per cent

(2300 questionnaires). Both questions and answer categories have been

changed from survey to survey. Despite these limitations, the survey

reports contain interesting data and some of the questions -erved a

the bases for items in the questionnaires designed for this study.

The area of textbook criticism was covered for the first time in

the 1961 survey, included again in 1963. In the reports of these two

surveys, approximately the same percentage of respondents reported that

there was "much" destructive criticism in their school districts (15

per cent in the report published in 1961; 16 per cent in 1963).
2

The most frequently reported subject of destruc"ive criticism in both

surveys was school costs; texts and reference books were listed as

of the Schools and Problems of Concern to Teachers," State of the Nati n

Bulletin No. 3, Washington, D.C., The Commission, January 1961, 8 p.,

Multilithed. Hereafter cited as State of the Nation Bulletin No. 3;

National Education Association, Commission on Professional Rights and

Responsibilities, "State of the Nation in Regard La Criticisms of the

Schools and Problems of Concern to Teachers," State of the Nation

Bulletin No. 4, Washington, D.C., The Commission, Febrilary 1963,, 11 p.,

Multilithed. Hereafter cited as State of the Nation Bulletin No. 4.

1
"State of the Nation Bulletin No. 4," 1.

2 p. 2.
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eleventh in frequency in 1960.
1

It is difficult to compare this with

the 1962 survey since the answer categories were changed, but of four

general categories of most frequent complaints in the later report

"textbooks curriculum, and materials" came third.
2

When asked if there had been any criticisms of the textbooks

used in their school system during the previous year, 21 per cent re-'

plied "yes in 1960, 39 per cent in 1962. (61 per cent said "no in

1960; 30 per cent in 1962.)- The types of textbooks criticized in these

two periods were categorized differently, but in both cases books re7

lated to the teaching of English came fourth on the list. In 1960,

Mathematics led the list followed by Social Studies and Science; in

1962, Social Studies was first, with History and Mathematics following.
4

'The most frequently mentioned criticism of textbooks in both

reports was that they were out of date. "The second most frequent

charge in 1960 was that the material was not adequately covered. In

1962 this charge dr6pped to.sixth place, preceded by charges of having

communist leanings, not being patriotic enough, being too easy, and

being socialistic;"5 The source of these critici ms reported most often

in 1960 was teachers, themselves, with parents second, followed by

school administrators and other citizens. In 1962 parents took the lead,

followed by teachers and then other citizens.
6

The result of the criticisms was that, in 1961, 31 per cent

1/1State of the Nation Bulletin No. 3," p. 4.

2"State o the Nation Bulletin No. 4.," p. 3.

p. 7.

Cit

4
Loc. cit

-Loc. 7, 8.

74.
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of the books were kept in use, 17 per cent removed; in 19630 49 per

cent were kept 15 per cent removed. (In both instances, the remaining

situations were still "under study.")
1

These surveys--even though they violate many of the ba ic tenets

of descriptive research- provide the only data available on a nation-

wide basis and over any span of time. On the other hand, the study

which was most carefully designed and conducted is the one which is

least directly relevant. Marjorie Fiske's Book Selection and Censorshi
2

is a report of an investigation of librarians in both public and school

libraries in California, conducted in 1956-58. A study of practices in

regard to book selection and circulation involving 204 interviews with

librarians in 26 communities itE major finding was the amount of self-

censorship or pre-censorship on the part of librarians.

In regard to school libraries, the majority of objectors to

controversial books came from within the school system: librarian

42 per cent; adminisErative personnel 23 per cent. Third on the list

of objectors came parents (18 per cent ), followed by teachers (8 per

cent ). "Politics" was the grounds for objection to books in school

libraries in 29 per cent of the situations; "sex and obscenity" totaled

28 per cent.
4

The largest group of.patron and parental complaints re-

ported for all libraries (50 per cent) involved morals and profanity.
5

1"State of the Nation Bulletin, No. 4," p. 8.

2
Marjorie Fiske, Book Selection and Censorsh .ski. Stud of

School and Public Libraries in California, Berkeley,and Los Angele
University of California Press, 1959, 145 p.

3
Ibid., p. 123.

5
Ibid., p. 46.

4
Loc. cit.

20

$
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Two investigations dealt directly with censorship of printed

materials used in the teaching of English, each concerned with a par-

ticular state. In the Spring of 1963, after publication of The_ Students'

Ri ht to Read, the National Council of Teachers of English asked their

affiliated local councils of English teachers to devote portions of

their Spring programs to consideration of the issues and proposals

outlined in that pamphlet. Only twelve affiliate groups reported their

programs, and--with two exceptions--these reports indicated that the

participants felt little or no censorship pressure themselves and were

unaware of any measurable degreeof such pressure in their schools or

communities.
1

One of the exceptions was the report of the Censorship Roundup

CoMmittee of the Utah Council of Teachers of English which had sent a

questionnaire to the English Department Chairmen in the 79 high schools

and 81 junior high schools in Utah. They received a 67 per cent

response from the fOrmer 20 per cent from the latter
2

-thirty per

cent of the schools responding . . reported definite incidents and

a number of otherS reported minor skirmishes."3 "Most of the incidents

mentioned involved parents as individuals rather than as a group. Next

came PTA groups and last, the commqnity groups .

"4

1Unpublished letters and memoranda in the files of the National

Council of Teachers of Engl sh, Champaign, Illinois.

2-Utah Council of leachers of English, "Report of the Censorship
Roundup Committee," Unpublished document in the filesof the National
Council of Teachers of English, Champaign, Illinois,- unpaged.

3"Affiliates Study the Censorship Issues," National Council of
Teachers.of English," Council-Grams, 25:14, September 10, 1963.

4Utah Council of Teachers of English, 22,..

21
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The Wisconsin Council of Teachers of English also sponsored a

state-wide study, this one conducted by Lee A. Burress, Jr., Chairman

of the English Department at Wisconsin State College. 1
In February

1963 Burress sent copies of a brief "Questionnaire Concerning'Censor-
.

ship Pressures on 'Wisconsin Teachers" to 914 public school adminisVa-

tors (from whom he received a 47 per cent response) and to 724 public

school te hers (25 per cent of whom responded). Teachers were asked

to report their own censorship experience; administrators, their own

expe ience and that of teachers in their schools.

"Approximately a fifth of all the returns reported a specific

request to remove a book or magazine from use or from a recommended

list during the two years pri r to the study. . Approximately one-

, thitd of all the re urns contained evidence of one sort or another

supporting the major conclusion that a substantial p °port on of the

teachers in Wisconsin feel the continuing presence of censorship

pressures, and have ixperienced, __ expect to experience, an overt

expression of that pressure."
2

"Despite the high frequency of occurrence

of censorship incidents, however, only 17 per cent of the schools were

reported as having policies for dealing with the problem of censorship.

Burress in his report, defined censorship as "the use of non-

professional standards for accepting or rejecting a book."4 In de-

scribing his findings, he noted several non-professional characteristics

1
Lee A. Burress, Jr., How Censorship Affects the' School, Wisconsin

English, Special Bulletin No., 8, Oshkosh, The
23 p.

Council of Teachers of
Council, October 1963

2
Ibid, p. 2.

4:
Ibid., p. 3.

Ibid
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of the would-be censors: "evaluation of a book based on a slngle

episode or aspect taken out of context"; "objection to the language";

"objection based on the ideas contained in the books". unwillingness

to act in public ways."

This use of non-professional standards and methods for judging

school books characterized many of the groups described in two recent

studies of pressures on the schools: The Ax-Grinders_: Critics of pur

Public Schools, by Raywid, and The Censora and _the 8chools, by Nelson

and Roberts.2 The Raywid book, ba ed upon her doctoral dissertation

is an investigation of the "illegitimate" critics of pubre education

in the United States in most cases ultra-right-wing political and

economic radicals.
3 She notes that there was a "lull in demands for

teacher investi ation and textbook censorship" during the mid-fifties;

the last major textbook 'evaluat in" effort died in 1953.
4

However,

the late fifties brought a resurgence. In 1959, the Textbook Evaluation

Committee of the orbanization known as America's Future began operations;

by June of 1960 they already had reviewed fifty book
5

"This Committee

came into being because of much evidence of socialist and other pro-

paganda in textbooks currently in our public schools,'
6
and works to

1Lee A. Burress, Jr., How Censorship_Affects_the Sehool, Wisconsin

Council of Teachers of English, Special Bulletin No. 8, Oshkosh, The

Council, October 1963, p. 4, 5.

2Mary Ann Raywid, The AxGrinders: Critics of our Public Schools,

New York, The Macmillan Company, 1962, 260 p; Jack Nelson and Gene

Roberts,-Jr., The Censors and the Schools, Boston, Little, Brown and

Company, 1963,.208 p.

3 4
Raywid, p_itt book jacket. Ibid. p. 123. Ibid., p. 125:

6This statement appears on ehe cover sheet a tached to "Textbook

Evaluation Reports" prepared by the Textbook Evaluation Committee of

America's Future, Inc.
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a

provide--without cost-- bjective evaluations" of textbooks to-anyone

interested. The Social Studies are their primary concern, but they

also have reviewed English texts looking for evidence of undesirable

"liberalis

Nelson and Roberts, both newspapermen, also were concerned about

the activities of America's Future and those of other groups--primarily

of the right-wing--who work toward censorship of textbooks. They, too,

felt fhat there had been an upswing in censorship activities in recent

years. In nearly a third of our state legislatures, textbooks came

under fire from the early part of 1958 unti d of 1962. Censor-

ship groups stepped up their activities in 19L. 1962.b Th ir suc-

cesses, coupled with the proliferation of right-wing groups to distri-

bute their propaganda and to join in their attacks on books, portended

even more activities for 1963 and after "
1

In this book, they directed attention to what they perceived to

be organized and su6cessfu1 attempts by ultraconservative groups to

influence--by direct and indirect pressures on publishers and legis-

lators--the contents as well as the selection of textbooks. The text-

books and library books involved were, again, mo t often from'the

Social Studies. However, one of the major forces in these activities,

the Daughters of the American Revolution, included English texts in its

"Textbook Study "2 evaluating them on the basis of their patriotism or

subversiveness. In addition to attacking books because they contain

Jack Nelson and Gene Roberti, Jr., The Censors and the Schoo

Bos_on, Little, Brown and Company, 1963, p.,20.

2National Society, Daughters of the Amer can Revolution, National

Defense.Committeep "Textbook Study 1958-59," Washington, D.C., The
r

Society, n.d., 20 p.
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"controversia meter al, or do not approach a subject from the point

of view of the censor, Nelson and Roberts' reports pointed up two other

non-professional grounds for censorship frequently used by these groups:

the undesirable present or past affiliations of the author, and the

similarly undesirable affiliations of authors listed in bibliographies

or suggested for collateral reading.

The March 1962 issue of the American Book Publishers Council's

Fr do -to-Read Bulletin was devoted to a review of "Attacks on Books

in U.S. Schools During 1961," and reported specific incidents in

ghteen states.1 Peter Jennison, the editor at that time, was con-

vinced that the most far-reaching" activities against books during

1961 were in the area of school books particularly the 20th century

classics"--and that "administrators [were] often reluctant to do battle

in behalf of their library and classroom use "2 He noted, however, that

in the incidents cited, "when educators and the ancillary boards of

education [stood] iirm in defense of the professionally guided use of

3
such books the opposition usually [subsided] quickly

Referring to some of the groups studied by Raywid and Nelson

and Roberts he said that those "veterans groups and venerable-lineage

societies" were still major forces in attacking textbooks and had been

joined by other groups, such as the White Citizens Council and the John

Birch Society, all of them concerned about the communistic leanings of

textbook authors and their writing. But, "with the advancing use of

lower priced paperbound books in scho 1, particularlyfin English
T

lAmerican Book Publishers Council, Inc.
5;1-42, March 1962, Entire issue.

2I1id. 1. 3Ibid., p. 2.

25

Freedom-t -Read_Bulle in,
, -10_
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and Social Studies classes those who oppose their use . are most

often a handful of parents or conservative ministers or both." Their

accusation is one "more highly charged emotionally, that of "obscenity.

Much this same point was made by Strout in a slightly earlier article:

parental targets are, for the most part, the trade books which

are on 'required readin list --or just simply school library shelves.

While the target of pressure groups and legislators is usually political

content the parents' watchful eye is on the moral content--the 'frankness'

of the book. ."2 "Immorality" and "obscenity" were the charges

most frequently made against Catcher in the Rye which Jennison noted in

Fall 1963-"now has the dubious honor of being the most consistently

damned book in this country's public sch ol system
3

The authors cited thus far were not the only ones alarmed by

the nature and scope of schoolbook censorship activities during the

late fifties and early sixties. While the general public may have

appeared largely apathetic or unaware of the situation, as charged by
5F

Jennison in his 1963 publication, Freedom to Read
4

a number of organi-

zations produced programs and publications on the subject of school-

book censorship during the period 1962-64. mong these g oups,were:

1American Book Publishers Council, Inc. Freedo o-Read Bulletin,

5:2, March 1962.

2Donald E. Strout, "Intellec ual Freedom Landmarks: 1955-60,"

Reprinted from the Library Journal, June 1 and August 1961 issues. .

Unpaged.

3
American Book Publishers

6:8, Fall 1963.

4
Peter Jennison, Freedom to Read,-Public Affairs Pamphlet No. 3 4,

New York, Public Affairs Committee 1963, 20 p.

Council, Inc. Freedom-t -Read Bulletin
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American Library Association; American Civil Liberties Union; National

Education Association; American Book Publishers Council; and the National

Council -f Jewish Women. During this same period, both the National

Education Association and the American Association of School Administra-

tors devoted annual convention program time to discussions of censor-

ship in the schools, and the entire 1963 Conference sponsored by the

Freedom of Information Center was devoted to "The Contemporary Encroach-

ment on the Students' Right to Read." In addition to publishing The

,Students Rjelt_to Read the National Council of Teachers of English

during the same period held Convention programs, passed resolutions,

published articles in its journals and newsletter, sent speakers to

meetings around the country, and tried to fill requests for help and

information from teachers and administrators involved in local censor-

ship incidents.

A review of all of this material led to the conclusion that

these groups belielred: (a ) that there was a problem, (b) that school-

book censorship incidents were occurring with distressing frequency,

and (c) that both professional educators and laymen should be awakened

to take action to check the further spread of censorship. However,

little if any new information was provided; the publications and speeches

reviewed and rehashed newspaper repo ts of specific incidents or kovided

undocumented descriptions of the general situation. For ,,phe most part

they consisted of warnings xhortations, resolutions and programs of

action to deal with censorship threats.

Based on what little research there was to be found, and upon

the w alth of ;pinion and impressionistic data located in the search

of the literature, Since 1953 the following summary impressions remained:.
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Schoolbook censorship goes in cycles, as do other forms of censorship

and other forms of.criticism of the schools. The end of the fifties

and the early sixties were ma ked by an upsurge in such censorship.

Textbooks were not the most coimnon subject of complaint about the

schools, but they ranked hi h; Social Studies outranked English as the

subject matter of textbooks receiving most critic Pressure groups

were concerned most with the political content specifically the "anti-

Americanism liberalism" of books used in the schools, particularly

textbooks. Parents were more concerned about the morality, obscenity,

and language of the trade books which were on reading lists or in the

library. There was in addition, a good deal of internal censorship by

school and library personnel that eliminated books before they ever

reached the hands of the student reader.
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CEAPTER III

PROCEDURES

Questionnaire Fre-Test

A first draft of the questionnaire was prepared following the

search of available literature on the subject and interviews with people

actively involved in dealing with schoolbook censorship problems. Re-

visions were made based upon criticisms from consultants and colleagues,

and a final draft duplicated for use in a pilot survey. A copy of the

questionnaire, covering letter, and evaluation sheet see Appendix A

pages 110-115) were mailed to each member of the New York State 1963-64

Academic Year Institute conducted by the Department of English and Foreign

Languages Teachers College, Columbia University. All of the Institute

members were professional teachers of English, with from two to t enty

years of experience in the field and all were employed in full time

teaching positions at the time of the pilot survey.

Thirty-six questionnaires were sent out; twenty-six were returned,

for a 72.2 per cent response. In carrying out the pre-test it was not

assumed that the returns would serve as accurate predictors of either

the percentage or the patterns of response which might be expected in

the actual study. Rather, the pre-test was conducted to aid in the

further refinement of questionnaire items and proved tofbe most helpful

in this regard. That some questions were misleading or ambiguous

was immediately made evident by the answers they elicited. Further

evidence of ambiguity came from the comments made by respondents



0 21

on the evaluation page and from their compliance with the inv- tigator's

request to place an "x" by any items which seemed unclear or confusing.

The pilot responses were of assistance in at least two other

ways as well. In the final questionnaire, as the number of open form

questions was reduced, pilot responses helped to provide possible

categori-s for response when items were changed from open to closed

form. Second, the respondents' estimates of time required for completion

of the pilot questionnaire aided in determining the length of the final

v-rsion.

On the basis

additional reading.

The length, format,

Questionnaire Construction

of the pilot responses, further consultation, and

a final revision of the questionnaire was prepared.

and type of question (primarily closed form) were

designed to keep the time and effort required of the respondent to a

minimum. Pilot study participants had indicated that the draft question-

naire required from three to fifteen minutes to complete; it was esti-

mated that the final questionnaire would require an average of ten-

minutes.

A significant difference between the pilot study and the actual

investigation was that the word "censorship" was not used anywhere in

either the final questionnaire or the covering letter, although it had

appeared in the.pilot letter. There were two reasons for this: first,

it was f lt that however defined censorship was a sensitive i sue

and fhat the word itself mi ht tr Igor an emotional response or cause

people to hesitate to answer questions about it. Seeond, asking people

about their experience with censorship would require them to make a
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judgment in advance of answering questions, based upon their ind vidual

definitions of censorship. It seemed desirable to avoid this by asking

for relatively objective data without using the word "censorship."

Even without use of the term, it was realized that many re-

cipients -f the questionnaire would recognize that the questions were

concerned w th censorship and might feel reluctant to respond, and that

others--regardless of the subject under investigation -might hesitate

to reply for fear that their answers would not be held in confidence.

Nevertheless it was decided that it was necessary to identify re-

spondents in some fashion in order to make follow-up of non-respondents

possible, and that this should not be concealed from the questionnaire

recipients. To that purpose, "Code If" was printed at the end of the

questionnaire and a number stamped in colored ink in each case. The

statement "All replies will be treated confidentially" immediately

preceded the code number.

Universe and Sample

The initial population from which the sample was to be drawn

was the membership of the Secondary Section of the National Council of

Teachers of English, a group composed primarily of secondary school

English teachers. Accordingly, from the national headquarters of the

Council, an IBM list was obtained which included all persons holding

regular membership in the Secondary Section as of March 1964. After

elimination of members residing outside the continental United Statec

the remaining list contained 23,435 names. The sample was drawn by

selecting every twenty-fifth name on the list, 'beginning with the ran-

domly selected number seven and resulting in a total sample of 939 names.

_ ,
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Otiestionnaire Distribution and ResRonse

On May 11, 1964, a copy of the questionnaire, covering letter

(see Appendix Bp pages 116-120) and return addressed envelope, were mailed

to every person in the sample group. By the end of the fourth week after

mailing 584 responses had been received, a 62.1 per cent (N=939) re-

sponse. However, the number of responses per week had diminished

markedly froma high of 329 received during the second week after mail-

ing to a low of 27 during the fourth week.

In the hope of increasing both the weekly rate of response and

the final total response, on June 9, 1964, a follow-up letter (see

Appendix C, page 121) was mailed to every non-respondent N=355) again

with a copy.of the questionnaire and return envelope enclosedr , The

response did i_el -ase, to a high of 91 during the second week after

'the follow-up mailing, then dropped again to 32 reCeived during the

fourth week after follow-up.

The arbitrarily pre-determined cut-off date for receipt of re-

sponses was July 7, eight weeks after the first mailing. By that time,

a total of 767 qllestionnaires had been returned for an 81.6 per cent

response (N939). Additional questionnaires were received after the

cut-off date and, although they were not included in tabulations of

responses, they were counted and brought the final actual total of re-

turns to 783 or 83.4 per cent (N=939).

Populationjlegponding

Of the total body of-iesponses received by the cut-off date,

only nine or 1.17 per cent 0,11w767)- were not usable. These were ones

32



24

which had been returned entirely blank or with more than half the

items unanswered.

A second group of responses was eliminated--by design--after

the first tabulation. The study was concerned only with secondary

sch ol teach rs of English currently employed in public schools.

However, the membership of the Secondary Section of the National

Council of Teachers of English was known to include lseople who were

employed in private or parochial secondary schools in colleges or

in other positions not relevant to the study. Since the Council head-

quarters was unable to identify these people or to remwe their names

from the list provided, it was probable that some oZ them would fall

within the sample. The problem then was to identify them through the

questionnaire; to obtain from them a reply indicating their status

without asking them to respond to the body of questionnaire items.

To encourage returns from that group, this statement was in-

cluded in the covering letter: "If you are not at present a teacher

of English in a public secondary school, will you kindly check the

appropriate answer to the first question and return the questionnaire_.

Your response will be important in the final tabulation of returns.

The first questionnaire item askid."Which of the following statem,mts

applies to you?' and provided, as the second of two possible an eri,

"1 am not currently employed as a teacher of English in a public

secondary school; therefore I am returning the questionnaire to you

unanswered. A total of 142 respondents, or 18.51 per cent of the

responding group (1.4767) checked this response.

The remainder of the respondents, 616 or 80.05 per cent (N..767)

checked the answer "i sm currently employed as a teacher of English in
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a public secondary school." Their responses serve as the basis for the

remainder of this report.

Summary of sponses

Qu -tionnaires in original nailing 939

Respon es received before 8-week cut-off 767 81.6%

Not usable (blank, incomplet 9

Not currently teaching English
in public secondary school.........4.142

Currently teaching English in
public secondary school 616

Responses received after cut-off date. . . ... 16

Total number of responses . .. . .. ...783 83.4%
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS: CENSORSHIP--THE CONTEXT

The questionnaire items were ordered so that respondents were

expected to answer all questions from the second through the twenty-

third. The twenty-third question asked: "During the past two years,

has anyone specifically objected to, or asked for the removal of, any

book(s) which you personally have used or proposed using in the English

courses you teach?" Anyone who replied negatively to that query was

directed to skip to the thirty-fourth item which merely thanked him

and directed him to return the questionnaire in the envelope pro-

vided. Those who answered the twenty-third question positively

were then asked to name the books to which some objectionAhad been

made and to provide additional information about each incident of

objection.

Of the 616 respondents currently employed as teacher

English in the public secondary schools, 78 (12.6 rer cent) replied

positively on that item. Examination of their responses showed that

-t least one incident reported by each of these respondents would

fall within the definition of censorship used in this study. (This

will be discussed i_ greater detail at a later point in the report.)

In tabulating the remainder of the questions to which answers

were expected from all respondents) it seemed desirable to discover

whether the responses from teachers who reported' no censorship ex-

perlence during the periqd under study differed from those of teachers

who had some such experience to report. Therefore, all responses to

-r-
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questions two through seventeen, and nineteen through twenty-two, were

cross-tabulated with the responses to question twenty-three.

The Teachers

Erighsssgs_u_cm_tuent. As shown in Table 1, SlightTY

more than half (51.8 per cent ) of all the teachers responding had

completed'advanced degrees--master's doctorates--or equivalent credits.

However, the teachers reporting censorship experience had a higher per-

centage of advanced degrees than did those reporting no censorship.

Either the master's or doctoral degree equivalent credits) was held

by 55.1 per cent of thoSe with censorship experience, compared to 51.3

per cent of the "no censorship" group. Thapercentage was higher for

the.group with censorship experience on both the ma.Gter's and the

doctoral levels.

Recency of_training. The teachers reporting censorship experience

tended to have earned their highest degrees or equivalent credits more

recently than those not reporting censorship incidents. (See Table 11.)

Within the former group, 61.5 per cent had completed these degrees since

1954, compared to 53.7 per cent of the latter group.
w

Examination of this same table reveals other interesting points.

While the difference between'the two groups in regard to recency of

training appears in the reports for 1954 through 1963 there is almost

no difference between them in the 1964 percentages. There was approxi-

mately the same percentage of teachers with degrees earhed in 1964

within the group with censorship experience as in the group with none.

At the other end of the table, however, their highest degree had been earned

prior to 1944 by a larger percentage (23.2) of those who reported no

36



TABLE I

HIGHEST DEGREE OR EQUIVALENT CREDITS REPORTED

28

Degree or Credits

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting

Censorship No Censorship
Total

n=78 n=538 n=616

No. 7. No. 7. No.

Normal school 0 1 .2

Bachel 35 44.9 260 48.3 295 47.9

Master 40 51.3 265 49.3 305 49.5

Doctorate 3 3.8 11 2.0 14 2.3

NA, not usable 0 0 1 .2 1 .2
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DATE OF COMPLETION OF HIGHEST DEGREE

Date
4*IP

Teachers
Reporting
Censorship

n..78

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
ri538

Total

rt616

No. 7. No. Ito. 7.

1964 3 3.8 17 3.2 20 3.2

1959 - 1963 31 39.8 195 36.2 226 36.7

1954 - 1958 14 17.9 77 14.3 91 14.8

1949 - 1953 6 7.7 52 9.7 58 9.4

1944 - 1948 5 6.4 25 4.6 30 4.9

pre - 1944 10 12.8 125 23.2 135 21.9

NA, not usable 9 11.5 47 8.7 56 9.1



censorship experience than of those reporting incidents (12.8).

This question had a high rate of non-response (9.1 per cent

the reasons for which are not clear. It may have been due to the

reluctance of many people to give answers which can reveal age; how-

ever, two questions on length of service each had less than one per

cent non-response. The question itself may have been confusing.

While no attempt was made to tally separately the.number of question-

naires which had no response to this question and those which had

non-usable responses, there appeared to be a number of non-usable

ones. These included answers such as "senior," "4," and "8."

Type of training institution. The questionnaire recipients

were asked to name the institution from which they received their

highest degree; their responses were then categorized as shown in

Table III. More than half of all the teachers responding were grad-

0
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uates of universities (52 6 per cent of the teachers reporting censor-

ship; 54.3 per cent of those reporting no censorship). But, the

teachers with censorship experience included a larger proportion of

liberal arts college graduates (21.8 per cent) than was found in the

group with no censorship experience (15.1 per cent) and a smaller pro-

portion of state and teachers college graduates (20.5 per cent) than

the "no censorship" group (27.1 per cent).

Major subject studied. Another immediately visible di ference

between the two groups of teachero wab found in theresponses to the

question of "major, which were categorized merely as "English" and°

"other," as seen in Table IV. A, higher percentage of majoma in English

was found within the group which had had censorship experience (71.8

per cent) than in the group with no such exp rience (64.9 per cent
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TABLE III

TYPE OF INSTITUTION GRANTING HIGHEST DEGREE.

Type of Institution

Teachers
Reporting
Censorship

n=78

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
n=538

Total

n=.616

No. 7. No.

University 41 52.6 292 54.3 333 4.1

Liberal arts college 17 21.8 81 15.1 98 15.9

State college 12 15.4 97 18.0 109 17 7

Teachers college 4 5.1 49 9.1 53 8 6

Other 0 0.0 10 1.8 10 1.6

NA, not usable 4 5.1 9 1.7 13 2.1
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TABLE IV

MAJOR SUBJECT STUDIED FOR HIGHEST DEGREE

Major Subject

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting
Censorship No Censorship

n-78 n=538

Total

n=616

No. No. No.

English 56 71.8 349 64.9 405 65.8

Other 19 24.4 179 33.3 198 32.1

NA, not usable 3 3.8 10 1.9 13 2.1



Experience in teaching English. The teachers with censorship

incidents to report ranged from beginning teachers with less than a

year of experience to veterans of more than twenty years in the field.

As a whole they had had somewhat less experience teaching English

than those reporting no censorship. The greatest difference be-

tween the groups (see Table V) appears in the categories of from

two to ten years of experience: 61.6 per cent of the "censorship"

group fell within this range, compared to 51.7 of the "no censorship"

group.

Special attention should be paid to the two ends of the,table

as well. While 11.2 per cent _f the group as a whole, and 11.5 per
0

cent of the "no censorship" group had taught English for one year or

less, a smaller percentage 9.0) of the "censorship" group fell. within

this category. A heavier percentage of less experienced teachers may

have had censorship experience to report, but this was not true of

the real "beginning"-teachers, the ones with less than a year of

teaching in the field behind them.

On the other end it was not only the relatively less experienced

teachers who had censor hip incidents to report: 16.7 per cent of the

censorship" group had taught for more than twenty years. This

actually was slightly higher than the percentage (15.8) in that ex-

perience category of those with no censorship experience.

Length of service in present position. Again, the "censored"

group included a range from teachers with less than ona'year of service

in their current positions to those who had held the same position for

more than twenty years. (See Table VI.) Some of the same general

patterns seemed to hold as in the previous question. More than



TABLE V

YEARS OF EXPERIENCE TEACHflG ENGLISH

Number of Years

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting
Censorship No Censorship

Total

n=78 n538 n=616

No. . 7.

1 year or less

2 - 5 years

6 10 years

11 - 15 years

16 20 years

More than 20 years

-

NA, nor usable

7

29

19

6

4

13

0

9.0

37.2

24.4

7.7

5. 1

16.7

0

62

157

121

68

42

85

3

11.5

29.2

22.5

12.6

7.8

15.8

.6

69

186

140

74

46

98

3

11.2

3(a.2

22.7

12.0

7.5

15.9

.5
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TABLE VI

LENGTH OF SERVICE IN PRESENT POSITION

Number of Years

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting
Censorship No Censorship

Total

n=78 n=538 n=616

No. No. No.

1 year or less 13 16.7 103 19.1 116 18.8

2 - 5 years 31 397 223 41.4 254 41.2

6 - 10 years 20 25.6 98 18.2 118 19.2

11 - 15 years 5 6.4 34 6.3 39 6.3

16 - 20 years 1 1.3 35 6.5 36 5.8

More than 20 years 7 9.0 42 7.8 49 8.0

NA, not usable 1 1.3 3 .6 4 .6
4

44
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two-thjrds (65.3 per cen of the group with censorship experience had

held their positions from two to ten years compared to 59.6 per cent

f the "no censorship" group. A higher percentage of the "no censorship"

group fell within the "one year or less" category (19.1 per cent,
[Al

compared to 16.7 per cent of the "censorship" group). A higher per-

centage of the "censorship" group than of the no censorshiP" group

(9.0 per cent compared to 7.8 per cent ) reported more than twenty years

of service in the same position.

Grade level of present En&lish teaching assignment. While the

major portion (80.7 per cent) of the total group of respondents was

teaching on the senio,: high school level, there were differences between

the sub-groups. (See Table VII.) A greater percentage of the teachers

reporting censorship experience (88.5 per cent) taught in grades nEne

through twelve than did those with no censorship experienae to report

(79.6).

Tea s self-description. The first purely subjective question

asked respondents to describe themselves "in regard to political and

social issues' by selecting one of three adjectives provided: on-

servative," "middle-of-th oad," or "liberal." Tahie VIII shows

that, of the "censorship" group, 42.3 per cent saw themselves as

"liberal," 37.2 per cent as _iddle-of-the-road," and 19.2 per cent as

"conservative." Major differences appear in comparing these responses

with those of the "no censorship" group. A much smaller percentage

(25.6) of the latter group selected "liberal" as self:descriptive;

a much larger percentage (54.8) selected "middle-of-the-road." A

slightly smaller percentage (18.0) selected "conservattve ' thus making

the "no censorship" group as a'whole more of a "middle" group, with
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TABLE VII

GRADE LEVEL TEACHING ASSIGNMENT IN ENGLISH

Grade

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total

Censorship No Censorship
1178 ri538 n=616 4

No. 7. No. 7. 4-No.

7th/8th grade(s) 7 9.0 96 17.8 103 16.7

9th/10th grade(s) 34 43.6 227 42.2 261 42.4

llth/12th grade(s) 35 44.9 201 37.4 236 38.3

All grades 0 0 10 1.9 10 1.6

v.

NA, not usable 2 2.6 4 .7 6 1.0

46



TABLE VIII

SELF-DESCRIPTION IN TERMS OF POLITICAL
AND SOCIAL ISSUES

Teachers Teache s
Reporting Reporting

Self-Descript on Censorship No Censorship
Total

n..78 n..538

No. . No. 7. No. 7.

Conservative 15 19.2 97 18.0 112 18.2

Middle-of-the-Road 29 37.2 295 54.8 324 52.6

Liberal 33 42.3 138 25.6 171 27.8

lk, not usable 1 1.3 1.5 9 1.5
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its members seeing themselves as less sharply defined than did the

members of the "censorship" group.

Com ison of slf-descrj'tion with rommunit descrl.tion. Some-
.

what later in the questionnaire, respondents were asked to choose one

om this same set of adjectives to describe the community in which they

were teaching. The responses to these two questions in each case were

examined to seo uhether the same or a different adjective was selected

by the teacher to describe himself and to describe the community. (See

Table IX.) Ten per cent more of the group reporting censorship ex-

perience (64.1 per cent) than of the "no censorship" group (54.1 per

c nt) saw them elves as differ nt from the community,.

The Community

ape of cemmunity. (See Table X.) The largest percentage

teachers in the "censorship" group were employed in suburban areas

(43.5 per cent) whire the largest percentage of the "no censorship"

teachers worked in urban communities (39.4 per cent). Of the "censor-

ship" group, 16.7 per cent described the community as "rural"; 22.4"per

cent of th "no censorship" group did so.

Si_ze of community. In general, the teachers reporting censor-

ship experience came from larger communities than did those with no

censorship experience. (See Table XI.) Comparing the two groups, a

higher percentage of the "censorship' group caine from communities

over 50,000 in population (40.2 per cent, compared to 27.8 per cent).

A higher percentage of the "no censorship" group came from communities

under 50,000 (56.6 Per cent compared to 44.9 per cent). The perc ntage

of blank and non-usable answers was high (15.5 per cent total) on this
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TABLE IX

COMPARISON OF SELF-DESCRIPTION AND COMUNITY DESCRIPTION
IN REGARD TO POLITICAL AND SOCIAL ISSUES

Compar son

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting

Censorship No Censorship
n=78 n=538

Total

n=616

No. No. 7. No.

Different 50 64.1 291 54.1 341 55.4

Identical 27 34.6 242 45.0 269 43.7

NA, not usable 1 1.3 5 .9 6 1.0
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TABLE X

TYPE OF COMMU-NITY IN WHICH SCHOOL IS LOCATED

Type of Community

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting

Censorship No Censorship
Total

n..78 n=538 n616

No. 7. No. 7 No.

Urban 27 34.6 212 39.4 239 33.9

Suburban 34 43.5 185 34.4 219 35.5

Rural 13 16.7 120 22.4 133 21.6

NA, not usable 1 1.3 12 2.2 13 2.1

More than one answer 4.0 9 1.7 12 2.0
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TABLE XI

SIZE OF COMNUNITY IN WHICH SCHOOL IS LOCATED

Size of Community

Teachers
Reporting

Censorship
n=78

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
n=538

Total

n=616

No. 7 No. 7. No.

Under 2,500 6 7.7 56 10.4 62 10.0

23500 - 9,999 7 9.0 96 17.8 103 16.7

10,000 - 49,999 92 28.2 153 28.4 175 28.4

50,000 - 249,999 24 30.8 93 17.3 117 19.0

250,000 - 999,999 5 6.4 40 7.5 45 7.3

1,000,000 or more 3.8 16 3.0 19 3.1

NA, n_t usable 11 14.2 84 15.6 95 15.5
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question. The response rate might have been higher had answer cate-

gories been provided.

Description of community. When asked to describe the community,

the largest percentage (46.2) of teachers in the "censorship" group

selected the term "middle- -the-road," although this was a smaller

percentage Chan of those in the "no censorship" group (51.9) who

chose this description. (See Table XII.) Not only did the teachers with

censorship experience see themselves as more sharply defined than did

those in the o censorship" group (see pages 38 and 39), but they also

saw their communities in this way. Within the "cens ship" group, 42.3

per cent named their communities "conservative " compared to 37.2

per cent in the "no censorship" group; 1'0.2 called them "liberal,"

compared to 7.6 per cent in the "no censorship" group.

Amount of public criticism of local schools. More than half

of all the respondents (54.2 per cent) indicated that there had een

"much" or "some" public criticism of the schools in the co unity.

(See Table XIII.) However, while the "no censorship" group repoed

that in 52.8 per cent of their communities there had been-"much" or

"some" criticism, teachers with censorship experience reported a

total of 64.1 per cent (15.4 per cent "much'; 48.7 per cent "some"

The percentage reporting none was considerably lower in the "cen-

sorship" group (11.5 per ce_t ) than in th- ino censorship" group

(23.4 per cent).

Sub_tect of_public criticism of local schools. ,(,_e Table XIV.).

More than one answer Was permissible in response to the question of

the subject of public criticisms of the schools. "School co ts" led

the list, having been reported in 36.6 per cent of the 805 replies.
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TABLE XII

DESCR/PTION OF COMMUNITY IN REGARD
TO SOCIAL AND POLITICAL ISSUES

Description

Teachers
Reporting
Censorship

n=78

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
n=538

Total

n=.616

No. 7. No. 7. No. 4

Conservative 33 42.3 200 37.2 233 37.1t

Middle-of-the-Road 36 46.2 279 51.9 1315 51.1

Liberal 8 10.2 41 7.6 49 8.0

NA, not usable 1 1.3 18 3.3 19 3.1
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TABLE XIII

AMOUNT OF PUBLIC CRITICISM OF LOCAL SCHOOLS

Amount of Criticism

Teachers
Reporting

Censorship
nm78

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
tr=538

Total

n=1616

No. % No. 7. No. 7.

Much 12 15.4 78 14.5 90 14.6

Some 38 48.7 206 38.3 244 39.6

Little 18 23.1 113 21.0 131 21.3

None 9 11.5 126 23.4 135 21.9

NA, not usable 1 1.3 15 2.8 16 2.8
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TABLE XIV

SUBJECT OF PUBLIC CRITICISM OF LOCAL SCHOOLS

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting Total

Subject of Cr Aciam:it Censorship No Censorship
re,126 n1=679 , rw805

No. 7. No. No.

School costs 44 34.9 251 37.0 295 36.6

Curriculum 16 12.7 107 15.8 123 15.3

Textbooks 22 17.5 62 9.1 84 10.4

Teachers 17 14.5 109 16.0 128 15.6

Other 26 20.6 132 19.4 158 19.6

Don't know 1 18 2.6 19 2.4

More than one answer possible.
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It was mentiond most frequently by both the teachers reporting ced

sorship experience (34.9 per cent, N=126) and those in'the "no censor-

ship" group (37.0 per cent, N=679). Both of the sub-groups ranked

" ther" subjects second;.an examination of the "other" responses sug-

gests that many or most of them could be classified as "policies r

"administration."

In the reports of the censorship" group, "textbooks" were

third in frequency of mention (17.5 per cent), followed" by "teachers"

and "curriculum." In the "no censorship" group responses, "textbooks"

ranked last in frequency, preceded by "teachers" and "curriculum

Curricula ea of textbooks criticIzed b ublic. If they

had reported "textbooks" as one subject of public criticism, the

respondents were then asked to note the curricular area(s) in which

this had occurred. (OLgain, more than one answer vas possible, as

noted in Table XV ) In communities where teachers reporting censor-

ship were employed,-English textbooks were most frequently criticized

(46.2 per cent N=39), followed by Social Studies, Mathematics, and

Science, in that order. This was not the case, however, in the

communities where the "no censorship" group worked. In their reports,

Social Studies texts ranked first (41.1, N=129) as targets for

criticism, followed--in order--by English, Mathematics, and Science.

Criticisms of textbooks by public. Because of the way in which

this question Vas phrased ("What criticism was made of the books?"), it

was not possible todetermine which particular criticisms applied to

which textbooks. Here, too, more than one answer was possible. (See

Table XVI.) "Obscene, vulgar" was the specific criticism checked moat

frequently by the t achers in the "censorship" group 30 per cent,
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TABLE XV

CURRICULAR AREA OF TEXTBOOKS CRITICIZED BY PUBLIC

Curricular Area

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting
Censorship No Censorship

rp139 rw129

Total

nes168

No. 7. 7.

Social Studies 9 23.1 53 41.1 62 36.9

English 46.2 38 29.5 56 33.3

Mathematics 7.7 17 13.2 20 11 9

Science 7 17.9 13 10.1 20 11.9

Other 1 2.6 5 3.9 6 3.6

Don't know 1 2.6 3 .2.3 4 2.4

More than one answer possible.
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TABLE XVI

CRITICISMS OF TEXTBOOKS BY PUBLIC

Criticism

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting

Censorship No Censorship
nv.150 11.2119

Total

nr8169

No. 7. No. 7. No. 7.

Out of date 8 16.0 12 10.1 20 11.8

Inaccurate 3 -6.0 11 9.2 14 8.3

Poorly written 2 4.0 9 7.6 11 6.5

Communistic, Socialistic 7 14.0 14 11.7 21 12.4

Un-American 6 12.0 19 16.0 25 14.8

Inadequate coverage 4 8.0 21 17.6 25 14i8

Obscene, vulgar , 15 30.0 15 12.6 30 17.8

Other 5 10.0 14 11.8 19 11.2

Don't know 0 0 4 3.4 4 2.4

*
More than one answer possible.
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n=50), followed by "out of date" with 16 percent, "communistic, socialis-

tic" with 14 per cent, and "un-American," 12 per cent.

No one criticism was mentioned as often by the "no censorship" group

as was "obscenity" by the "censorship" group. "Inadequate coverage"

led in reports by the "no censorship" group, with 17.6 per cent (n=119),

followed by "un-American" (16 per cent), then by "obscene, vulgar"

(12.6 per cent), "other" (11.8 per cent) and "communistic,'socia1ist14"

(11.7 per cent).

The School

School enrollment. Compared to the teachers without censorship

experience to report, teachers in the "censorship" group more often

worked in moderately large (1500-3499 pupils) schools, less often in very

small (less than 500 pupils) schools. Summarizing from Table XVII,

44.8 per cent of the "censorship" group teachers were employed in

schools with 1500 to 3499 pupils, compared to 29.9 per cent of the

"no censorship" group; 6.4 'per cent of the "censorship" group worked

in schools with less than 500 pupils, compared to 17.7 of the "no

censorship" group. There was only a slight (approximately 1 per cent).

difference between the two groups in the percentages of those who

held positions in schools of 500 to 1499.pupils, and in schools of

3500 or more.

School curricula. Responses to the question "Which of the

following curricula are provided in the school in which you teach?"

were categorized in two different ways, as shown in Table XVIII.

Compared to the "no censorship" group, a higher percentage of teachers

reporting censorship experience work in schools with multiple curricula

59
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TABLE XVII

SIZE OF SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Size of School

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Repcorting
Censorship No Censorship

Total

n=78 n=538 n=616

No. % No. No.

Less than 500 5 6.4 95 17.7 100 16.2

500 - 1499 37 47.4 263 48.9 300 48.7

1500 - 2499 26 33.3 121 22.5 147 23.9

2500 - 3499 9 11.5 40 7.4 49 8.0

3500 or more 1 1.3 12 2.2 13 2.1

NA, not usable 0 0 7 1.3 7 1.1
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TABLE XVIII

CURRICULA PROVIDED IN SCHOOL

Curricula

Teachers
Reporting
Censorship

nuo78

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
n538

Total

No. 7. No. 7. No. 7.

Multiple curricula 69 88.5 437 81.2 506 82.1

Single curriculum 7 9.0 89 16.5 96 15.6

NA, not usable 2 2.5 12 2.2 14 2.3

C.P.
*

included 71 91.0 455 84.6 526 85.4

C.P. not included 5 6.4 71 13.2 76 12.3

NA, not usable 2 2.5 12 2.2 14 2.3

*
College preparatory curriculum.

61
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(88.5 per cent, compared to 81.2) and a correspondingly smaller per-

centage in schools with single curricula. Again, compared to the "no

censorship group," teachers in the "censorship" group more often

came from schools which included a college preparatory curriculum (91.0

per cent, compared to 84.6).

School policy in regard to public complaints about schoolbooks.

There was a high rate of non-response (10.1 per cent total) on this

item which asked "Does your school have an established policy or set

of procedures for handling complaints from the public about books used

in the school?" This may well have been the result of its placement

or position in the questionnaire. This item was numbered seventeen.

Question thirteen asked about criticism of the schools and then said,

"If none, skip to question 17." Question seventeen appeared on the

next page, followed by eighteen and then by a blank space of an inch

or more. One conjecture is that people seeing the space assumed that

they were to skip to the question immediately below. (rhere was only a

normal rate of non-response on that item.) Another possibility, of

'course, is that people were reluctant to answer the question--either

because they did not know the answer (but preferred not to admit that)

or because they preferred not to raport on it.

A third of all the respondents (368 per cent) said they didn't know

if their school had such a policy or set of procedures. (See Table XIX.)

However, a greater percentage of the people with censorship experience

knew (only 19.2 per cent checked "don't know") than did those iv the

"no censorship" group (39.4 per cent of whom didn't know). Almost half

(47.4 per cent) of the "censorship" group reported that their sclpipol had

a policy; only 17.7 of the "no censorship" group said that their schools did.
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TABLE XIX

EXISTENCE OF SCHOOL POLICY OR PROCEDURES FOR DEALING
WITH PUBLIC COMPLAINTS ABOUT TEXTBOOKS

Existence of Policy

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting
Censorship No Censorship

n0'78 nam538

Total

nag616

No. No. 7. No. 7.

Yes 37 47.4 95 17.7 132 21.4

No 19 24.4 176 32.7 195 31.7

Don't know 15 19.2 212 39.4 227 36.8

NA, not usable 7 9.0 55 10.2 62 10.1
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Those respondents who indicated that their school had an estab-

lished policy were asked to descrite that policy or set of procedures

for handling complaints from the public about books used in the school.

This was the first of only two open questions included in the entire

questionnaire. ,Since no set of possible answers was provided, and no

pattern of answering demonstrated, the responses varied widely in

approach as well as in length Some concentrated on the people in-

volved in dealing with the complaints, e.g. principal, teacher, com-

mittee; some on the method: conference, written form, open hearing;

a few provided detailed descriptions of both personnel and method.

Of all of the responses to this question, in thirty-three

instances (25 per cent), complaints about books were to be directed to

either a superintendent or a principal; fourteen of these administra-

tors apparently were given responsibility for handling the situation

alone. Nineteen other administrators were to channel the complant

either to the Board of Education (5 cases) or to school personnel--

department heads, teachers, librarians (14).

The second most frequently reported system involved the referral

of all such complaints to a committee established for that purpose

(28, or 21.2 per cent). Eleven of these reports included the com-

position of the committee, but no one pattern predominated. There were

committees of people drawn from only one segment of the school system,

such as school -board members or teachers, and more broadly representative

committees comprised of various subject teachers, department heads, local

and district administrators, and librarians. Four committees included

parents or other laymen as well as school staff members.
.411.

The third most frequent response.(22, or 16.7 per cent) was that
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the school followed "the NCTE policy," "the system recommended in The

Students' Right to Read," "the English Council policy," or something

similar. These were references to a plan for dealing with book com-

plaints which was presented in The Students' Ri ht to Read, the pam-

phlet published by The National Council of Teachers of English which

recommended the creation and use of a standard form which citizens

would be required to complete when making such a complaint, and the es-

tablishment of a teachers' committee to review those received. Although

they did not specifically cite the Council form, three additional

responses stated that it was their policy to require a detailed form

to be filed.

Materials used by teachers.- A high percentage of both tt,ae

"censorship" and the "no censorship" groups used textbooks in the

English courses they taught. Literature textbooks were used by P5.8

per cent of the former group; by 90.9 per cent of the latter. Nowever,

there were marked differences between these two groups in their use of

other literary materials in the teaching of English. Compared to

.80.8 per cent of the "censorship" group, only 64.3 per cent of the

"no censorship" group used required readings in literature other than

Che textbook. While 79.5 per cent.of the "censorship" group used

recommended readings in literature and 76.9 per cent used literature

selected by the student (free reading), 66.9 per cent of the "no censor-,

Ship" group used recommended readill,ga and 61.5 per cent, free reading.

Selection of textbooks. As seen in Table XXX, textbooks were

selected by department committees or faculty iu more than two-thirds

(70.5 per cent) of the situations,where censorship incidents were

reported. This was a higher percentage than that reported hy the "no
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TABLE XX

MATERIALS USED BY TEACHERS IN ENGLISH COURSES

Material

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting
Censorship No Censorship

num78 n=m538

Total

n.616

No. No. Z No,

Literature textbook 67 85.8 489 90.9 556 90.3

Grammar and/or language
arts textbook 68 87.2 474 88.2 542 88.1.

Required readings in lit.
other than textbook 63 80.8 346 64.3 409 6e.4

Recommended readings
in literature 62 79.5 360 66.9 422 68.5

Free reading (literature
selected by student) .60 76.9 331

NMENSNIM

61.5 391 63.6

1
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TABLE XXI

METHOD OF SELECTING TEXTBOOKS

Selection Method

Teachers Teachers
Reporting Reporting
Censorship No Censorship

noll78
. n..538

Total

n=616

No. No. 7. No. 7.

Teacher-free choice 5 6.4 62 11.5 67 10.9

Teacher-approved list 4 5.1 52 9.7 56 9.1

Dept. faculty or comm. 55 70.5 323 60.0 378 961.4

Other 13 16.7 90 16.7 103 16.7

NA, not usable 1 1.3 11 2.0 12 91.9

+.1111011111-
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censorship" group (60.0 per cent) and by the group as a whole

(61.4 per cent). Less than 10 per cent of the "censorship" group

reported any other single method: 6.4 per cent indicated that the

individual teacher had free choice; 5.1 per cent said that the indi-

vidual teacher selected from an approved list.

Selection of required or recommended readings. A different

pattern appeared in relation to the selection of required or recommended

readings other than textbooks as reported by the teachers with censor-

ship experience. (See Table )XII.) Only one-fourth (23.1 per Ant)

of these books were selected by department committees or faculties;

in half (51.2 per cent) of the situations, the individual teache?had

free choice, and in 15.4 per cent, he chose from an approved lint.

Here again, however, selection by department committees or facultl.es

was even less typical of the settings in which the "no censorship"

group worked (15.2 per cent' 'ers had free-choice in 53.7 per

cent of the situations, _a approved list in 21 per cent. ,
VIP

Teachers' freedom to determine course content. The next question

'was designed to assess the teachers' perceptions of the amount of

freedom they enjoyed in relation to three aspects of their professional

activities: determination of course.content; determination of teaching

methods; and selection of instructional materials. In reply to the

query "In your opinion, how much freedom do you have to . . . ?" teachers'

checked one of four answers'on a continuum from "much" to "none."

More than half(57.7 per cent) of the group reporting censorship

incidents felt that they had "much" 'freedom to determine course content,

but this was less than the percentage of the "no censorship" group.

(66.4 per cent) which felt that way. (See Table XXXII.) On the other

68
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TABLE XXII

METHOD OF SELECTING REQUIRED AND/OR RECOMMENDED
READINGS USED IN ADDITION TO TEXTBOOK,

Teachers
Reporting

Selection Method Censorship
nom78

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
n.g538

Total

nu616

No. No. 7. No. 7.

Teacher-free choice 40 51.2 . 289 53.7 329 53:4

Teacher-approved list 12 15.4 113 21.0 --125 20.3

Dept. faculty or comm. 18 23.1 82 15.2 100 16.2

Other 8 10.2 30 5.6 38 , 6.2

NA, not usable 0 0 24 4.5 24 3.9

69
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TABLE XXIII

DEGREE OF FREEDOM TO DETERMINE COURSE CONTENT
REPORTED BY TEACHERS

Degree of Freedom

Teachers
Reporting

Censorship
n=78

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
n=538

Total

ni=616

No. % No. No. 7.

Much 45 57.7 357 66.4 ,402 65.2

Some 23 29.5 136 25.3 159 25.8

Little 8 10.2 28 5.2 36 5.8

None 2 2.6 11 2.0 13 2.1

NA, not usable 0 0 6 1.1 6 1.0

70
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end of the scale, a larger percentage (10.2) of the "censorship" than

of the "no censorship" group (5.2) said they had "little" freedom in

this area; approximately 2 per cent of both groups said they bsd "none."

Teachers' freedom to determine teaching methods. While thert

was less of a difference between the sub-groups on the question of

freedom to determine teaching methods, the teachers with censorship

experience continued to report a somewhat lower percentage of "much"

freedom (88.5 per cent) than those with no censorship experience (91.4).

(See Table XXIV.) There was less than a 1 per cent difference between

the groups on either the "little" or the "none" categpry.

Teachers' freedom to select instructional materials. As seen

in Table XXV, the gap between the groups became widier again in the

first answer category. "Much" freedom was reported by 52.6 per cent

of the "censorship" group compared to 59.9 per cent of those with no

censorship to report. Again, there was leas than a 1 per cent difference

between them on eittier the "little" or the "none" category.
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TABLE XXIV

DEGREE OF FREEDOM TO DETERMINE TEACHING METHODS
REPORTED BY TEACHERS

Degree of Freedom

Teachers
Reporting
Censorship

n78

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
n10538

Total

na,616

No. % No. 7. No. 7.

Much 69 88.5 492 91.4 561 91.1

Some 6 7.7 27 5.0 33 5.4

Little 1 1.3 6 1.1 7 1.1

None 1 1.3 2 .4 3 .5

NA, not usable 1 1.3 11 2.0 12 1.9

72
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DEGREE OF FREEDOM TO SELECT INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS
REPORTED BY TEACHERS

64

Degree of Freedom

Teachers
Reporting
Censorship

n1078

Teachers
Reporting

No Censorship
n=m538

Total

ro.616

No. No. Z No. 7.

Much 41 52.6 322 59.9 363 58.9

Some 27 34.6 152 28.3 179 29.1

Little 7 9.0 40 7.4 47 7.6

None 2 2.6 11 2.0 13 2.1

NA, not usable 1 1.3 13 2.4 14 2.3

73
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CHAPTER V

FINDINGS; CENSORSHIPINCIDENCE AND INCIDENTS

Incidence

"During the past two years, has anyone specifically objected

to, or asked for the removal of, any book(s) which you personally

have used or proposed using in the English courses you teach?"

Seventy-eight of the 616 respondents who were currently employed as

public school teachers of English answered "yes" to this question.

Examination of their replies resulted in the inclusion of at least

ome incident reported by each of them within the definition of censor-

ship employed in this study. Based on these figures, the incidence of

censorship reported by the teachers covered in the study was 12.6 per

cent. Thirteen of the questionnaires received after the cut-off

date were from currently employed r,°1,1-1- hool teachers of Ensh,

none of whom answered "yes" to the,question. The incidence for the

total number (629) of pertinent responses, therefore, was 12.4 per

cent.

Every state waa representedin the total response from people

currently teaching; from each of 29 states (59.2 per cent) there was at

least one positive response. (See Table XXXVII, pages 122-124.) The

largest single number of positive reports came from Californin (9),

which also had the largest number of respondents (56), for a 16.1 per

cent incidence of censorship. New York was second in molter of positive

re,^rts (8) and relevant responses (51); the incidence in New York

74
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was 15.7 per cent.

In individual state figures of incidence of censorship, Mississippi

and Nevada led the list with 50 per cent each. However, in Mississippi

this was based on two positive responses of a total of four; in

Nevada, on one of two. Wisconsin ranked third on the list of individual

states with four reports of censorship out of a total of eleven responses.

Tabulation of positive responses on a regional basis (See Table

XXVI) showed the Far West to have the highest incidence (17.3 per cent),

followed by th.e Middle Atlantic (16.1 per cent) and the Midwest (13.7

per cent) The lowest incidence was reported from the Southwest region

(4.1 per cent).

Incidents

Of the 78 positive responses, 71 were usable and are discussed in

the remaInder of this chapter. One'respondent had taught in his present

positi . less than a year, and his positive response was related to the

situation in which he had worked during the previous year. Following

.directions given in the questionnaire, he therefore did not provide

details of the incident(s). Six others either left more than half of

the questions in this section (questions 24 through 33).blank, or pro-

vided answers that were impossible to interpret or categorize.

The censored books. Those who had had censorship experience were

asked to list "each book to which some objection was made" during the

two year.period in question. If more than three books were involved,

the respondent was directed to list the three most recent cases. Of the

71 respondents whose replies to this section were usable, 38 listed one

title each; 19 listed two titles; and 12 listed three. (info ignored in-

structions and listed four each.) More than one book was listed by
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TABLE MCVI

INCIDENCE OF CENSORSHIP, BY REGIONS

Region
Number

**

Teaching

Teachers Reporting
Censorship Incidents

Number Per Cent

New England 49 4 8.2

Middle Atlantic 118 19 16.1

Southeast 94 10 10.6

Midwest 182 25 13.7

Southwest 49 2 4.1

..,orthwest 42 4 9.5

Far West 81 14 17.3

,New England: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire,
Rhode Island, Vermont; Middle Atlantic: Delaware, District of
Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, West
Virginia; Southeast: Alabama, Arkansas, Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, .
Tennessee, Virginia; Midwest: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio, Wisconsin; Southwest: Arizona, New
Mexico, Texas, Oklahoma; Northwest: Colorado, Idaho, Kansas,
Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming;
Far West: California, Nevada, Oregon, Washington.

**
N615; one teacher's response could not be identified by state.
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43.7 per cent of the teachers.

The 71 responses included a total of 120 books to which some

objection had been made. (See Table XXXVIII, "Censored Books: Humber

of Objections, Objectors, Reasons for Objecting," pages 125-130.)

These included: 3 textbooks; 57 different pieces of literature (noirels,

plays, short stories, biographies); and 3 more general responses ("all

of Hemingway's works," "Harcourt Brace Literature Series," and "special

unit containing four novels on related themes.") More than 50 different

authors were represented in this list.

Censored books most frequently cited. The work most frequently

objected to was Catcher in the Rye by J. D. Salinger; it was noted on

responses from 25 teachers. (This book was named in the very first

report of censorship received in both the pre-test and the actual survey.)

No other book came close to Catcher in the Rye in frequency of mention.

George Orwell's 1984 was second with a total of only 6; Diary of Anne.

Frank was third with 5. Five of Steinbeck's works were included, more

than were included by any other author.

Date of publication, nationality of author of censored books.

Fifty-five of the individual, non-textbook items were tabulated ac-

cording to date of publication and*nationality of author. (See Table

XXXIX, pages 131-133.) (The Book of Job was eliminated, as was "Frankie

and Johnny," the latter because,it could not be identified other than

as a ballad.) Summaries of the tabulations show that more than three-

fourths of the works (76.3 per cent, Nim55) had been published since

1920; more than half (52.7 per ceat) since 1940.
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Date of Publication Number Per Cent

pre-1920 13 23.6

1920 - 1939 13 23.6

1940 - 1959 23 41.8

1960 and later 6 10.9

Of the 46 authors represented within this list of 55 works, 31 were

Americans, or 67.6 per cent.

Inclusion of censored books in recommended readin lists. Almost

two-thirds (65.5 per cent) of the 55 works appeared on at least one of

the three basic hook lists or buying guides for high school English

teachers and librarians: A Basic Book Collection for High Schools,

published by the American Library Association; StandardSatalm_ter

High School Libraries, published by The H. W. Wilson Company; and

Books for You, from the National Council of Teachers of English. (See

Appendix G, pages 134-136.) Of the total of 55, 19 appeared on the ALA

list; 31 in the Wilson catalog; and 19 on the NCTE list) Twelve works

were includeu. in all three of these reference works.

Objectors. More than one answer was permitted in response to

the question "Who raised the original objection?" and a total of 155

responses was received, half of which named parents as the objectors.

There were 79 mentions of "parent," for a percentage of 50.9; the next

most frequent response was "student," with a total of only 13, or 8.4

per cent. (See both Table XXVII for frequency of mention of each

category of objector, and Table XXXVII/, pages 125-130, which lists

objectors for each individual work.)

Recipient of report of objection. The person to whom these

original objections were reported most frequently (39.4 per cent) was a

78
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TABLE XXVII

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: THE OBJECTORS

Objector
*

Frequency of Mention

IINSIMEN.14 ..(4 I A/.

Parent 79

Student 13

Clergyman 11

Administrator 9

English department chairman 9

Another teacher 9

Local organization 9

3 Committee for Decent Literature
1 Baptist League
1 P.T.A.
1 Evangelical Ministerial Fellowship
3 Didn't specify

National organization 4

2 State D.A.R.
1 Ku Klux Klan
1 Eastern States Evaluation Organization

Member, Board.of Education

Newspaper

No answer

Other

4 School librarian
1 English supervisor
1 Sister of student
1 Unknowr.

2

2

7

*More than one answer possible..

79
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principal or superintendent. (See Table XXVIII.) Out of 142 responses

(more than one'answer again being acceptable),these administrators

were mentioned 46 times. The teachers (respondents) themselves were

the direct recipients in 39 or 27.4 per cent of ehe instances.

Method of re orting_ oh ectlons. More than one method of re-

'porting objections was used in many situations. Personal conferences

were mentioned in 61 out of 135 responses; telephone calls in 39. (See

Table XXIX.)

Reasons for objecting. At this point, the teachers were asked

what reason had been given for objecting to each of the books reported.

No set of possible answers was provided; responses were categorized

after they were received. (See Table XXX; also Appendix H, paA 137

for a list of the reasons as given, with the categories Ised.) The

category of "language" (e.g. "profanity," "obscene language," "Valgar

language") received most frequent mention (23.2 per cent, N7125).

Second in frequency were the categories described as "specific incidents,

characters, passages" and "vulgarity"; each was mentioned 24 times, or

19.2 per cent. (See Table XXXVIII,'pages 125-130, which lists the

specific objections to each work reported.)

Oblections,_ by objectors. In a cross tabulation of objections

by objectors (see Table XXXI), parents seemed much more: concerned with

"vulgarity" (mentioned 22 times), "language" (21), and "specific passages"

(16) than with any other aspects of the works. "Language" led the lists of

objections by students, other teachers, and administrators; "vulgarity"

was ehe first in frequency lor clergymen (tied with "specific passages"),

department chpirmens, and local organizations.



TABLE XXVIII

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: PERSON TO WHOM
OBJECTXONS WERE REPORTED

Person
* Frequency of Mention

N=142

Principal or superintendent 46
P

Directly to you 39

Board of Education 18

Department chairman 14

No answer 2

Other 23

8 Newspaper
3 Another teacher
3 Student(s)
3 Parent(s)
6 Miscellaneous

*
More than one answer possible.

81
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TABLE XXIX

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: METHODS USED BY OBJECTORS
TO REPORT OBJECTIONS

Method
* Frequency-of Mention

N=135

In personal conference 61

By telephone 39

By latter 19

No answer; don't know 7

9Other

3 School grapevine
2 Newspaper articles
1 List mailed to school
I Board meeting
2 Miscellaneous

OP

*
More Chan one answer possible.

82
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TABLE XXX

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: REASONS GIVEN
FOR OBJECTING TO BOOKS

* Frequency àf MentionReason
N=125

Language 29

Specific incidents, characters,
passages 24

Vulgarity 24

Suitability 10

Race, religion 9

Communism, leftism 9 ' \
Ccintroversiality 3

UnaAmerieanism 3

No answer 2

Other 12

2 Sex
2 Reading'aloud
8 Miscellaneous

*
More than one anewer_possible.

83

74



i
4
k

T
A
B
L
E
 
X
X
X
I

O
B
J
E
C
T
I
O
N
S
,
 
B
Y
 
O
B
J
E
C
T
O
R
S

O
b
j
e
c
t
i
o
n
s

43 0 V '
a 0 m co
l

43 0 V 1.
4 o

L
a
n
g
u
a
g
e

5
2
1

S
p
e
c
i
f
i
c
 
P
a
s
s
a
g
e
s

2
.

1
6

V
u
l
g
a
r
i
t
y

2
2
2

S
u
i
t
a
b
i
l
i
t
y

0
5

R
a
c
e
;
 
R
e
l
i
g
i
o
n

0
4

C
o
m
m
u
n
i
s
m
;
 
L
e
f
t
i
s
m

1
7

C
o
n
t
r
o
v
e
r
s
i
a
l
i
t
y

0
0

l
i
n
-
A
m
e
r
i
c
a
n
i
s
m

1
2

O
t
h
e
r

2
5

1
6

1
4

0
1

3
1

0
1

0
0

0
0

3
0

3
0

1
1

5
1

2
2

2
1

0
0

0
0

1
0

0
0

1
0

1
1

2
0

1
0

0
1

3

0
0

2
1

0
0

0
o

0
.

0
0

.
0

0

0
0

0
2

0
0

-
.
0

1
30 1 1

"
O
t
h
e
r
"
 
c
a
t
e
g
o
r
y
 
o
f
 
o
b
j
e
c
t
o
r
s
 
h
a
s
 
n
o
t
 
b
e
e
n
 
i
n
c
l
u
d
e
d
.



76

Use of censored books. In just 15.8 per cent of the cases (Nim.120)

were the books in question textbooks; for lack of any more specific

information, one may only assume that the remaining books were trade

books. Forty-two books (35 per cent) were being used as required

reading. (See Table XXXII.) On the premise that students customarily

are required to read their textbooks, the total then is 61 books or 50.9

per cent of those reported which students were required to read. One

fifth (20 per cent) of the books were being used or to be.used as free

reading; another fifth (22.5 per cent) as recommended reading.

Grade levels where censored books were being_used. The greatest

number of the books reported for a particular class were in use or to

be used in the eleventh grade, and the great majority of all the books

were in use or to be used on the senior high school 1,evel. (See Table

XXXIII.) Of the 120 books involved, only 8 (7 per cent) were for use

in the seventh and eighth grades; 108 (90 per cent) were for grades nine

through twelve.

Selection of censored books. Teachers had chosen the books in

.half (49.9 per cent, Nag120) of the instances; 24.5 per cent selected

from approved lists, 25.8 per cent made a free choice. (See Table XXXIV.)

In 20 per cent of the cases, students had chosen from recommended lists;

in 12.5 per cent, ehe students had made a free choice.

Form of censored books. More than two-thirds of the books (68.3 ,

per cent, N=120) were being used in paperback form; one-fourth r.2 per

cent) in hardcover editions.

Outcomes of censorship incidents. The final query on the question-

naire was concerned with the outcome of the censorship situation. (See

Table XXXV.) It asked respondents to describe "what happened after

85



TABLE XXXII

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTSs USE OF CENSORED BOOKS
4

Use
Frequency of Mention

N*120

Textbook 19

Additional required reading 42 .

Recommended reading 27

Free reading 24

Combined use 6

Other (read aloud in class) 1

No answer 1

86
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TABLE XXXIII

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: GRADE LEVELS
ON WHICH CENSORED BOOKS WERE USED

Level
Frequency of Mention

Nea120

12th Grade 32

llth Grade 40

10th Grade 12

9th Grade 13

8th Grade 5

7th Grade 2

Combined 9-12 Grades 11

Combined 7-8 Grades 1

No answer; not relevant 4

78
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TABLE XXXIV

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: SELECTION OF CENSORED BOOKS

Method Zasusaa. (21.1.iention
14,120

By student (free choice) 15

By student, from recommended list 24

By teacher (free choice) 31

By teacher from approved list 29

17

4

Other

No answer

88



TABLE XXXV

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: OUTCOMES

Outcome Frequency of Mention

Nei120

Book retained for use as
originally planned 70

Book retained, but method
of use changed 18

Book removed from use 23

Outcome pending 8

Not clear 1

ol

E9
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the initial objection was reported; what actions were taken by whom."

Of the 120 specific works involved, 70 or 58.3 per cent were retained

for use as originally designed; another 18 or 15 per cent were retained,

but their status changed. (In 9 cases, the individual student was

permitted to substitute another work; in 7, the hook was moved from

required to recommended, or recommended to free, reading lists; in 2,

the book was removed from the list or catalog but kept available for

mature readers.) There were 23 instances, 19.2 per cent, where the

book was removed from use.

Comparison of incidents, by outcome. The cases where the out-

come was removal of the books in question were compared, as a group,

with the body of incidents where the books were retained and with the

total body of censorship cases, to see what if any differences might

be found in relation to each aspect of the incidents. No major dif-

ferences were discovered, except in the question of the person to whom

the objections were 'reported. (See Table XXXVI.)

Where books were removed, the complaints had been directed to:

.(1) administrators (principal, superintendent), 40.0 per cent, (2) B1oards

of Education, 25.7 per cent, (3) department chairmen, 14.3 per cent

(N=.35 in each instance). The teachers, themselves, ranked fourth,

mentioned only 4 times, or 11.4 per cent.

In the reports of situations where books had been retained, the

teachers directly involved were mentioned most frequently (32.7 per cent,

N0107) as the recipients of complaints. They were followed by adminis-

trators (29.9 per cent) and others (18.7 per cent). Boards of Education

and department chairmen tied for last place in frequency of mention

with 9 each, for 8.4'per cent.

30
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TABLE XXXVI

CENSORSHIP INCIDENTS: OUTCOMES, BY PERSONS
TO WHOM OBJECTIONS REPORTED

Person to Whom
Objection Reported

Outcome of Censorship Incident

Removal Retention
of Book of Book
n=.35

Total

ns142

No. 7. No. 7. No.

Teacher 4 11.4 35 32.7 39 27.5

Board of Education 9 25.7 9 8.4 18 12.7

Administrator 14 40.0 32 29.9 46 32.4

Department chairman 5 14.3 9 8.4 14 9.9

Other 3 8.6 20 18.7 23 16.2

NA 0 0.0 2 1.9 2 1.4

*
More than one answer possible.
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Some Specific Cases

In the questionnaire, and in the pertinent tables and textual

material in this report, an attempt was made to isolate specific as-

pects of censorship incidents which could be described in a relatively

objective way. While this is useful, and probably is the best way in

which to convey an image of the group of incidents as a whole, it

does not and cannot give the reader any sense of the individual in-

cidents. Also, the categorization of responses to the two open-end

questions
I necessarily meant elimination of most of the subjectively

descriptive material provided by the respondents; it removed the color

or flavor from the reports.

In this brief section, some of the missing color will be supplied.

A few specific cases will be presented, using the teacher's own words

for much of each report. There was no statistical basis for selection

of the particular incidents; they merely seemed to fhe writer to be

fairly representative of a number of incidents, or to have some e's-

. pecially interesting aspects.

Most of the situations reported were quite undramatic; they

began and ended apparently with little or no attention paid to them

by anyone but the people most directly involved. The following are

typical "quiet" cases, with three different outcomes:

In a Far Western school, a parent called the principal to
object to the use of To Kill A Mockingbird, complaining about
the author's "taking the Lord's name in vain." The book, in
paperback form, had been selected by the teacher from an

luWhat reason was given for objecting to the book?" and "Please
describe what happened after the initial objection was reported. What

actions were taken by whom? What was the final outcome?"

92
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approved list, and was being used as a textbook in a twelfth
grade college preparatory section. "Conference with principal,
parent, department chairman; parent briefed on total literature
program and shown place of book in curriculum; attention directed
to total hook rather than segments or words; use of objectionable
words placed in character context; parent satisfied with con-
ference and appreciative of edification."

In a Midwestern school, a parent called the principal to com-
plain about the use of 1984, calling it "indecent literature."
The teacher had selected this book, and had made it required
reading--in paperback--for a twelfth grade class. "The principal
consulted the approved reading catalogues used by school li-
brarians and then informed the parent of the status given the
book. We as teachers were told to recommend rather than require
controversial books such as these."

In a Southwestern school, the principal talked at lunch with the
teacher about a library book which his son, in the llth grade,
had checked out for free reading. The principal objected to
"the use of frank language--'gutter words"--in Black Like Me.
The book had been purchased in the "Books on Exhibit Collection."
"The conversation was reported to the librarian. The administrator
had become aware of the hook when his son checked oyt the book
to read. The administrator then read the book himself, and it
was quietly withdrawn from the library."

In some, although relatively few, of the instances reported, the

situation grew to proportions where it involved or became known to

people not directly affected, to people outside the school. Below are

reports of four such incidents, each of which was resolved (or at least

ended) in a different way:

In a suburban Midwestern community, parents complained to the
principal about three books being used in paperback form as
recommended reading for high school juniors and seniors. They
considered Catcher in the Rye, Oxbow Incident, and Brave New
World all to contain "obscene language." The principal "requested
parents to state objections in writing, with specific references. .

Nobody replied to this request. The administration recommended
to the objectors that book selections be left to the experts--
meaning the teachers. Students wrote editorials in the school
paper and in the local newspaper, expressing both disgust and
amusement at 'immature parents.' After about a month, the furor
died down and nobody has said a word since, even though students
have continued reading the 'objectionable' books."

93
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In a Far Western School, a parent called the irincipal to ob-
ject to the "obscene language" in Child of Our Time. This book
had been selected by the teacher from an approved list, and was
being used as a textbook in the ninth grade. "The principal
conferred with but was unable to placate the parent. She then
distributed typed excerpts to the members of the parents' club
after which the parents voted to support the book and the free
choice of the English Department."

In a suburban community of a Southeastern state, a local organii.
zation--the Baptist League--was concerned about the "immorality
and obscenity" of Catcher in the Rye and complained to the news-
paper which then ran an editorial on the subject. The book was
being used in paperback form as additional required reading in
the llth grade, having been chosen by the English Department.
The complaint was reported to and discussed by the Board of
Education. According to the teacher: "Seventy-five per cent
of the students were reading this book without guidance, so
the English department decided to use it as a text to avoid
misinterpretation by the students. After the editorial appeared
recommending the release of all teachers using the book (60
teachers) the Board of Education banned it from the classrooms
and the library. The teachers protested, and were threatened
with removal from their positions."

In a rural Midwestern area, where most of the students in the
school come from farms, there was much public criticism of the
books used in English courses. The teacher reporting noted that
ten books had been objected to, but listed only four: Catcher
in the Rye,.1984, Brave New World, Ugly American. In each in-
stance, it was parents who objected to the book but they "did
not read entire book--only certain passages." The books were
selected by the teacher from an approved list, and were being
used in paperback form as additional required reading in twelfth
grade college preparatory classes. "The action was primarily
concerned with Catcher in the Rye. School board meetings were
flooded with people. People started calling the school--national
recognition was given to our little problems--including local
T-V coverage. Whole issue was blown way out of proportion. Book
was at one time taken off the list but was then put back on the
list. Perhaps you read about the problem. We eventually lost
principal and half of the high school faculty."

In the next instance, the particular books and objections were not

typical of the majority of cases in this study. Although there is no

evidence in the questionnaire to support this conclusion, the investi-

gator believes that this incident involved either.members or a national

organization or parents familiar with textbook evaluations providgd
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by that organization. This is not the primary reason for its inclusion,

however. It provides a good argument for the adoption of schoolwide pro-
9

cedures for dealing with censorship attempts--before they are needed.

In a Far Western state, parents voiced their objections to books

which were being considered for adoption by the Board of Ealca-

tion. They complained that Loban's Adventures in Reading con-

tained selections "slanted to the leftist point of view" and that

American Speech by Hedde included "too many sample speeches by

'pinko's'." Both books had been recommended by a selection

committee for use as textbooks, the former in the ninth grade,

the latter in the tenth and eleventh. "Since the first objections

were oral, the board and administrators were not prepared to handle

the problem. The teachers were prepared to submit evaluations,

but the board were just too confused to know what to do. They did

not adopt the books. Shortly after this, I brought them the NCTE

materia.i which they adopted immediately. Since then we have had

no problem with public criticism."

An unusually long response from one teacher included several in-

teresting elements and is printed in full below. In this case,she recog-
.

nixed that, while the objectors may be ithmtified only as parents, they

may be members of, or use the materials of, organizations with extreme

right-wing points of view. She also has developed her own system for

coping with censorship pressures.

A teacher in a large Far Western state received calls from

parents objecting to three different books she had included in

the recommended reading lists for her twelfth grade classes.

Both Catcher in the Rye and 1984 were objected,to as "obscene";

Crane's Red Badge of Courage was called "communistic." "The

objector thought 'red badgel.was a Russian decoration, so help

me!" She checked "local organization" as well as "parents" as

original objectors and included the following marginal note

about the organizations: "Their names are legion (Anti-Communist

Study Group, Americanism Center, etc.). All, of course, are

Birch types, with leadership holding membership in Birch society.

Parents object, but they work from organizational lists of un-

desirable books." "Because of organized attempts at censorship,

I began three years.ago to send reading lists home to parents

with a cover statement to the effect that a parent may strike

any titles to which he objects for his son or daughter. When I

get a call now, I offer to supply them a list of all parents'

names so that the objector can call them all to tell them that

95
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they aren't competent to select for their children, but that he
(the objector) volunteers to serve in loco parentis. It's sort
of fun. It doesn't follow our NCTE recommended course of action,
but I would use it if my own didn't work. So far it has."

Other teachers reported that they or their schools used similar

procedures for preventing objections.

One such report noted that "at the beginning of the year, we
send home, to be signed, a statement that no child is ever to
be required to read any book to which he or his parents object,
that another assignment will gladly be made upon request, that
we respect the rights of all to read, and we do not want to
hamper Any student either by denying or forcing."

The right of the parent to determine what his own child should

not read was supported by several teachers in their reports.

In a Midwestern community, a parent objected to her child's
reading Pearl Buck's The Good Earth because of the passages
dealing with concubines. The book had been selected by the
student from her eleventh grade reading list. "Principal,
librarian and I discussed mother's letter. Agreed she had a
right to determine her child's reading. Ignored her demand
that book be removed from the library. We felt she had no
right to determine what other people's children should read."

fi?
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CHAPTER VI

SUMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Summary.

According to the questionnaire respondents, public eiiticism of

local schools was widespread. While textbooks were among the common

subjects of complaint, they were outranked in frequency of mention by

school costs, policies, curricula, and teachers; English textbooks

were outranked by those in Social Studies. Nevertheless, more than

one-tenth of the public school English teachers who responded reported

that, during the two year period studied, they had been involved per-

sonally in at least one censorship incident.

Incidents were reported from all sections of the country and

involved teachers frOm a great variety of backgrounds, working in many

different kinds of schools and communities. The incidents occurred in

.states with liberal policies in regard to adoption of books within

local school districts, and in states with restrictive statewide

adoption practices. They involved teachers with bachelor's degrees and

those with doctorates; wiCh liberal political views and with conservative;

with majors in English and with unrelated majors; with less than one

and more than twenty years of teaching experience.

The schools in which these teachers worked were of all sizes,

with all types of curricula, and great variation in policies and pro-

.c..cdures for selecting, using, and defending books used in the teaching

c>'' English. They varied, too, in the climate of freedom perceived by
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the teachers. The schools were located in communities that were urban,

suburban, rural; ranged from less than 500 to more than 1 million in

population; were politically liberal, conservative, and in the middle;

and experienced much, some, little, and no public criticism of the

local schools.

Despite this range of responses from the teachers with censor-

ship experience, as a group they did differ from the teachers with no

censorship experience to report--seen as a group. Compared to the

teachers with no censorship incidents to report for the two year period

studied, the teachers with censorship experience tended to have more edu-

cation and more recent education. More of them majored in English and

completed their highest degrees at a liberal arts college, rather than at

a state or teachers college. They had less teaching experience to report,

both in the field of English generally and in their present positions.

They were more apt to be senior high school teachers, especially teachers

of eleventh and twelfth grade classes; less apt to teach in junior high

school.

Compared to the members of the "no censorship" group, they were.

more apt to consider themselves "liberal"; much leas apt to choose the

label "middle-of-the-road" to describe either themselves or the commu-

nity in which they worked. More of them tended to see themselves as

different from the community in which they taught in regard to social and

political issues.
CI

More of the "censorship" group were employed in suburban areas,

and more in communities over 50,000 in population. These Communities

were more apt to be ones where there had been public criticism of the

local schools, and where the criticism had been more intense. Textbooks

98
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were apt to rank higher on the list of subjects of criticism, and obscenity

to lead the list of criticisms made of books.

Compared to the institutions where members of the "no censorship"

group worked, the schools more often were moderately large (1500-3499

pupils), less often were very small (under 500). They tended to include

two or three curricular tracks rather than one, and these were more apt

to include a college preparatory track. The school was more apt to have

a policy for dealing with public complaints about schoolbooks, and the

teachers in the "censorship" group were more apt to knaw about it.

The teachers with censorship experience seemed to use more Aterary

material in teaching. In addition to using literature textbooks, more

of them also used other required readings, recommended readings, and

literature to be selected by the student (free reading). In their

schools, textbooks and required or recommended readings used in addition

to the textbooks were less apt to be selected by the individual teacher

(either through a free choice or from an approved liax); more apt to

be selected by a committee or the faculty of the department. Although

they felt that they had a good deal of freedom in professional matters,

the teachers in the "censorship" group generally felt that they had less

freedom than those in the "no censorship" group to determine course

content and teaching methods, and to select instructional materials.

Despite the range and variety of incidents reported, a summary

can be made by selecting the most frequent response to each relevant

question. The books in question most often were American novels pub-

lished since 1940, with Catcher'in the Rye receiving far more attention

than any other single work. Parents *Jere the most frequent objectors, mak-

ing their objections known to either the principal or the superintendent
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in a personal conference. Typically they objected to the "vulgarity"

of the work, and to the "language" used in it. The book probably was

being used in paperback form in the eleventh grade as required reading

in addition to the literature textbook, and had been selected for that

purpose by the'teacher. Despite the objections raised, in the majority

of cases, the book was retaed for use as originally planned.

Conclusions

In genervl, the findings in this study are congruent with the

results of other studies, the conclusions of experienced observers,

and the tentative hypotheses or assumptions of this investigator. Row

far these data can be extended to apply to any population other than

the one from which the sample was drawn cannot be estimated, but this

kind of validation encourages belief in their wider applicability.

On the question of the incidence of censorship,,however,?no two

studies agree; no two studies used the s-me method of assessment or

achieved the same rate of response. It is predictable that the Tnci-

dence will be higher when a study is concerned with the number of schools

or school districts where at least one censorship incident has occurred

than when a study is made of the experience of individual teacliers. It

also is probable that the percentage of censorship reports will decrease

as the total percentage of response increases. (The hypothesis here is

that those teachers who have censorship experience to report are more

apt to respond than are those with nothing to report.)

What is important is that people using these statistics uselthem

respons:lbly, maki74: 'ear their derivation. This has not been the case

im many instances NOM4C-Ife educators as well as newspapermen have discussed

. 100
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censorship. For example, incidence figures of twenty and thirty per

cent have been taken out of context of the original state studies and

applied to the national population of English teachers. In the opinion

of this writer, based upon a combination of research and impressionistic

data, a more accurate incidence figure for all English teachers probably

is ten per cent. One in every ten public school teachers of English

probably has experienced some form of overt censorship pressure within

any recent one or two year period. And, while an incidence figure of

ten per cent is not nearly so disturbing as twenty or thirty per cent,

it certainly is sufficient to warrant concern.

That the censorship incidents for the most part were relatively

quiet, undramatic events is made clear in these data. The bomb threats,

mass meetings, even newspaper reports were few in number. Unfortunately,

however, it is the latter kind of incident which--because of widespread

publicity--can trigger events in other areas, or cause an increase in

"caution" and pre-censorship by teachers. As noted in the earlier dis-

cussion of the limitations of this study, these findings cannot indicate

the extent of pre-censorship, the instances where a teacher avoids using

or stops using material because of the possibility or. question or con-

troversy.

One of the most positive conclusions to be drawn from the study

is that the teachers involved in the censorship situation4 did not

seem to "deserve" to be censored--or, more accurately, to have their

teaching materials censored. In general they were not just beginning

teachers, or teachers in their first year or two in a new situation, who

might be expected to make some errors in professional judgments. Nor

were they teachers who selected hi-Illy controversial material, or
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material obviously unsuited to the grade level where it was used.

Instead, it appears from the data available that these English

teachers were the object of censorship pressures because they were

doing a good job of teaching English. Generally they'were better pre-

pared for their positions than were the group of teachers with no censor-

ship experience to report. A large percentage of them had majored in the

subject they were teaching, and had completed an advanced degree in

either a university or liberal arts college program. The books they

selected were included in widely used and respected lists of recommended

readings for the particular age group involved. They utilized not only

literature textbooks in their courses, but also other literary materials

in a variety of ways. They tried to introduce their students not only

to the classics of British literature, but also to American literature--

especially modern American literature.

Those teachers who reported censorship experience often were ones

who used practices which supposedly help to prevent censorship attempts.

As noted above, many of the books were ones included in professionally

recommended guides; in a number of instances the books were selected by

a committee of teachers rather than by the individual teacher, or were

selected by the teacher from an approved list. The books were not made

required reading for every student in the particular course; the censored

books just as often were ones which had been selected by the student from'

a list of recommended readings, or ones which he had selected on his own

as free reading.

In half of the instances reported, the would-be censors were

parents. (go other objectors accounted for even ten per cent of the re-

sponses.) This seems to give support to the contention that organized
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groups tend to oe concerned most with political and social ideology and,

therefore, with books used in the Social Sciences; that parents are

concerned most with "morality" and, therefore, with works of fiction

used in the English curriculum. There is no way to determine from the

findings whether these parents were acting solely as individuals, from

personal and individual motivations, or whether in some situations they

were members of--or at least inspired to act by--social, political,

patriotic, or religious organizations with policies and programs related

to books available in the school and community. Whatever moved these

parents to action, one can only assume that their intentions were honest,

tl'air motivation good, whether or not one agrees with their goals and

methods.

They appear to have been distressed primarily by the use of

realistic modern American fiction in English classes, selecting only

specific aspects or passages which they objected to as "vulgar" and

"immoral," rather Chan objecting to the books as wholes. It is very

probable that these works were not included in the curriculum when they

-the parents--were students in high school. In many cases they had not

read the books prior to reporting their objections.

American literature, especially modern American literature, is

being included in the departmental offerings of more and more unaergraduate

and graduate school English departments. An increasing number of English

teachers each year becomes familiar with this material, is preparcOd to

teach it, and believes that it should be included in the high school

curriculum. As teachers continue to extend their use of literary materials

beyond the standard "safe" textbook collection to include some of the

great range of works readily available in inexpensive, paperback form;
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and especially as they use modern American novels in the course of their

teaching high school English, this particular kind of censorship pressure

probably will continuo, perhaps will increase.

Within the profession of education, much attention in the recent

past has been devoted to programs for coping with the attacks of organized

groups; this has been necessary and important. Now it would seem

desirable at least for those in the field of the teaching of English to

concern themselves with the problem of dealing with the "quiet" censor-

ship pressures of the kind described in this report.

For the institutions which train teachers, this should underscore

the importance of providing future teachers with a strong background in

literature as well as in the methods of teaching literature. It suggests

special emphasis upon helping teachers learn to select books on the basis

of professional criteria; to know why and how they plan to use the books

they select; and to select books that are suitable for the individual

students they teach.

The major burden of defense against censorship must, of course,

be carried by the teacher. Careful selection of materials, reading pro-

grams tailored to the needs and maturity levels of individual students,

and recommended reading lists which offer students a choice of boohs rot

only are sound educational methods, but also are ways to guard against

some censorship pressures. But teachers must be willing to defend the

books they select; to fight against the gradual erosion of the English

curriculum that is i.he result of pre-censorship or of surrender to

quiet censorship pressures.

Within their departments and their school systems, teachers need

to urge the adoption of clear cut book selection practices and %f policies
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and procedures for dealing with complaints about books. One of the most

discouraging findings of this study was not only that a fairly low

percentage of the schools represented had an established policy for

dealing with public complaints about textbooks, but also that a large

percentage of the teachers responding did not know whether their schools

had such a policy. Teachers should not wait until a major censorship

incident occurs to push for the formulation of procedures for dealing

with censorship ,:ressures.

One of the encouraging discoveries was that almost three-fourths

of the books reported were retained for use after having been challenged.

However, a related finding is considerably less positive: where complaints

were made to school administrators or boards of education, the result

was much more apt to be the removal of the questioned book than when

the complaint was made to the teacher. Perhaps this was because the more

determined censors.called administrators and boards, and those with some-

what milder complaints talked with teachers. Another strong possibility

is that administrators or board members were less familiar with the

-material being taught, less concerned about defending.it, and more in-

terested in placating a member of the community. If this latter hypoth-

esis has validity, it suggests that teachers need to "educate" adminis-

trators and board membfrs in regard to the literature program, as well

as to work for policies and practices that respect the professional

integrity of teachers.

The findings also obviously suggest a strong need for education

of the parents, of the lay community. In case after case, where a teacher,

department chairman, or teacher and administrator together had an

opportunity to discuss the book in question and its use directly with

. 1_05
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tLe parent who objected, the situation was resolved with no further

difficulty. Teachers should use PTA meetings and any other media

available to them to communicate with parents about the school literature

program. Where the objectors are parents, the procedures for dealing

with complaints should include an opportunity for the teachers involved

to talk with the parents as well as with the administrators who receive

the complaintsr

None of the foregoing statements should be construed as meaning

that teachers always are "right" or that any question raised about the

books used by a teacher automatically is to be considered a censorship

attempt. Lay control of publie education is basic in American educa-

tional philosophy and practice, and the right of the laymanmost especially

the parent-.-to raise questions about public education in gelleral, and

his local school.systen in pa_cular, cannot be denied. Indeed, local

educators should encourage the kind of interest and involvement by

parents and other members of the community that will produce searching,

challengin questions. And these questions, when honestly asked, deserve

honest consideration and answer. Questions about or objections to,

books should not necessarily be resolved by the removal of the book

from the curriculum, but neither should they be met with the assumption

that teachers cannot e's. in proassional judgments or profeaz:ional

activities.

Nor should questions and objections raised by administrators,

librarians, or teachers outside the discipline of English immediately

be labeled as censOrship or interference with the rights of the teachers

of literature. The definition of censorship which served as ehe basis

of this study had at its core the negative concept of non-professional
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standards and methods used to reject or eliminate works of literature.

But books selected without reference to educational and literary

criteria, assigned indiscriminately without regard to the intellectual

or maturational level of students, taught without sensitivity and

skill by unperceptive or poorly trained teachers, cannot be defended.

Unfortunately the state of the profession at present is not such that

it can be assumed that all or even most teachers of high school English

are adequately prepared and competent to select and teach works of

literature. Poor choices will be made; good choice will be poorly

taught.

This presents a double challenge to the profession--and partic-

ularly to the association which represents and serves this profession,

the National Council of Teachers of English. Good teachers need to b

strengthened and given help in thei.r defense of new methods and new

materials in the teaching of English; the pre-service and in-service

education and the certification of teachers need to be improved. Cur-

rent publications and activities of both the national and local councils

show that this challenge has been recognized.

A study such as this one is only a first step toward greate

understanding of the problems of censorship faced by teacbers of English.

The phenomenon of pre-censorship by English teachers themselves should

be examined. What are the attitudes of teachers toward book selection

and use? What materials are teachers using? Are the same materials

being used by teachers who have had no censorship experience as by

those who have been involved in censorship incidents? Is it the book

itself or the way in which it is taught that causes problems?

More than two-thirds of the books objected to in this study were

10?
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being used in paperback form. Is this because that many books used in

English classes today ordinarily are in paperback, or do paperback

books attract more critical attention? Do students or parents react

differently to paperback books than to hardcover? Is there some "paper-

back psychology" which should be recognized? Do community "clean book"

drives against neighborhood paperback and magazine stores trigger re-

actions to paperbacks used in schools?

I' was hoped that this study would serve as a basis for further

investigal.ion; these are only two suggestions of possible avenues for

exploration. If this study can both spur further research and, in

itself, be of some h;Ap ILo teachers of English in their fight against

censorship, it will have served its purpose.
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200 East 74 Street
New York 21, New York
April 22, 1964

To Members of the English Institute,
Teachers College, Columbia University

Dear Institute Member:
.10

As part of my doctoral program at Teachers College, I am
making a study of the problems of censorship faced by teachers
oi English today. Much of my data will be collected through
the use of a mailed questionnaire to be sent to a nationwide
sample of secondary school English teachers. I hope that yoq
consider this project of sufficient significance to be willing
to pre-test a draft of the proposed questionnaire.

I shall be most grateful if you will answer the questions
on the enclosed questionnaire, placing an "X" to the left of

any items which seem to you to be unclear or confusing. If you
have time to make additional comments or suggestions on the
final sheet, these will be of further help in revising the
questionnaire.

A stamped self-addressed envelope is enclosed for your use.
I look forward to receiving your response and appreciate your
cooperation.

Enclosures (2)

119

Sincerely,

(Mts.) Nyla 3. Ahrens



111

SAMPLE SURVEY OF TEAChl,RS OF aTGLISH

1. Which of the following statements applies to you?

I am currently employed as a teacher of English in a public
secondary school.
I am not currently employed as a teacher of English in a public
secondary school; therefore, I am returning this questionnaire to
you unanswered.

2. What is your educati.onal background?

Normal school degree or equivalent
Year completed Institution Major
Bachelor's degree or equivalent
Year completed Institution Major
Master's degree or equivalent
Year completed Institution Major
Graduate work beyond the master's degree

3. Haw long have you taught English? vears

Z. How long have you held your present position? years

5. On which grade level(s) are you teaching English at present?

7 8 .9 10 11 12

6. What official.assignment(s) do you have at present other than
teaching English?

7. In regard to social and
yourselfl

very conservative
very liberal liberal

political issues, how would you describe

conservati7,, middle-of-the-road

O. In what type of school are you teaching at present?

senior high school .....c_junior high school junior-senior high

other (please specify):

9. Which of the following curricula are prwided in the school?

commercial general college preparatory

10. What is the approximate enrollment in the school? students

11. In what type of community is the school in whlch you teach located?

urban suburban rural

12. What is the approximate size of the community? residents
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13. In .cegard to social and political :issues, haw would you describe
the community?

very conservqtive conservative middle-of-the-road
ver: libersl liberal

14. During the past two years, has there been destructive criticism of
the public schools within tL,e community?

much little none (If "none," skip to question 18.)

15. Ulla, was the subject cf this criticism? (Check all items which apply.)

school costs
__general school policies

textbooks, curriculum
teachers, administrators

other (please specify):

don't know

16. If textbooks were criticized, in which currioalAr area(s)?

Social Studies
English
Math
Science

other (please specify):

don't know

17. What criticism was made of the books?

cut of date inadequate coverag c. of material
inaccurate obscene, vulgar
poorly w-eitten other (please specify):
Communistic, Socialistic
Un-American, not patriotic don't know'

18. Does your school have an established policy or set of procedures for
handling complaints from the pvblic about books used in the school?

no don't know

19. If your anSwer to the previous question was "yes," briefly describe
the procedures.

20. Which of the following do you use in the English courses you teach?

literature textblok
_grammar textbook and/c' workbook
required readings in literature other than textbook
recommended redinzs in lite:.ature
free reading literature selected by student)
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21. Haw are the textbooks you use selected?

22. If you use required andk)r recomnended readings in addition to a

textbook, haw are these selected?

23. In your opinion, haw much freedom do individual teachers in your

school have in relation to the col)rses they teach:

to determine course content? nuch little none

to determine toachir- metheds? much little none

to select ilistructional materials? much little none

24. During the past two years, has anyone specifically Objected to, or

asked for the removal of, any book(s) wilich you have used or

proposed using in the English c.ourses you teach?

___Jes no (If "no," :frcip to nunber 35.)

25. If your an7ver to the previous question was "yes," please list

below each book to which some objection was made.

Author: Title:

26. To which of the above books was an objection raised most recently?

*Please answer the remaining questions in relation to that book.

27:, 'Who raised the original objection?

student
Parent
clergyman
another teacher
English Department chairman

principal, superintendent, other school administrator

member of the Board of Education

muspaper reporter or editor

,local organization (which organization?

national organization (which one?

other (please specify):

28. To whom was the oriOnal complaint or request made?

_directly to you
_Board of Education
principal or superintendent
English Department chairman

other (please specify):
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29. How was the original complaint or request made?

by letter by-phone in personal conference
other (please specify):

30. What reason was given for the objection to the book?

31. How was the book in question being used at that time?

additional requir,,d reading
recommended reading
free resIding (chosen by student)

32. Was the book in question printed in paperback or hardcover form?

paPerback hardcover

33. How was the book in question selected?

34. Please describe what happened after the initial objection was

reported. What actions were taken by whom? What was the final

outcome? (If.you need more space than is provided here, use the

reverse side of this sheet to continue.)

35. Thank you for completing the questionnaire. A stamped, addr.,:..ssed

envelope is enclosed for your use in returnA.ng it to the sender.
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QUESTIONNAIRE PRE-TEST EVALUATION

Hag long did it take you to conplete this questionnaire?

1.1.5

minutes

2. Ple.ase note belag any comments, criticisms, or suggestions you have
in regard to the questionnaire as a whole or to individual items

within it.

Z:7

3. If you would like to receive a copy of the final, printed version

of this qUestionnaire, please write your name and mailing address

below.
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APPENDIX

Dear NCT: Xerber:

May 5, 1964

The enclosed survey questionnaire .s being sent to
selected members of the secondary section of the National
Council of Teachers of Er.:.iFh. I am conducting this survey
as part of my doctoral program in the Department oL= English
and Foreign Languages at Teachers College under the sponsorship
of Professors Louis Forsdale and Robert Shafer.

If you -ill complete this questionnaire and return it to
re at your _arliest cor_venience, I shall be grateful. Teachers

pre-tested the questionnaire report that it requires
approately ten minutes to complete.

al-f you are not at present a teacher of English in a public
secondary school, Nrill you kindly check the appropi-iate answer
to the first .,uestion and return the questionnaire. Your
response will be important in the final tabulation of returns.

A stamped, self-addressed envelope is included for your use.
I look forward to your reply.

Enclosures (2)

125

Sincerely,

(Mrs.) Nyla J. Ahrens
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SURVE17 OF TEAC=5 CF ENGLISH

Which of the following rtatenonts applies to you?

I an currently employed as a te7lcher of Enr7lisn in a v_fnlic secondnrv school.
I am not currently employed as a teacher of English In a public secondary
school; therefore I am returning the questionnaire to you unanswered.

2 What is tho hi7.hest degreo you hold?

Normal school ::gree or equivalent credits
Bachelor's dege or equivalent credits
Master's degree or equivalent credits
Doctoral degree or equivalent credits

3. Year completed Institution Major

4. Haw long have you taught English? __years

5. Eow long have you held your present position? years

6. On which grade lovel(s) are you teaching English at present? Frade(s)

7. In regard to social and political issues, how would you describe yourself?

conservative middle-of-the-road liberal

8. WIlich of the following k:urricula are provided in the school in which you teach?

commercial 0-eneral college preparatory

9. WIlat is the approximate enrollment in the s;hool? students

10. In what typo of school is the school located?

urban suburban rural

11. What is the approximate size of the coma-amity? residents

12. In regard to social and political issues, haw would you describe the community?

nonsorvative middle-of-the-road liboral

13. During the) past two years, has there been public criticism of the snhools
with:s1 the cormunity?

much some little none (If "none,4 skip to question 17.)

14. What was the subject of this criticism? (Chock all items which apply.)

school costs
curriculum
textbooks
teachers

her (specify):

don't '<now
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5. If textbooks were criticized, In which curricular area? (Check all which a.pply.)

Social Studies
En,lish

Science

other (specify):

dc17't know

What criticism was made of the boolcs? ((;h:.k all items which apply.)

out of date
inaccurate
Poorly written
Cormunistic, Socialistic
Un-American, not patriotic

inadequate coverage of material
obscene, vulgar
other (specify):

don't know

17. Does your school have an established policy or set of procedures for handling
complaints from the public about books used in the school?

no don't knew

1.8 If your answer to the preceding question vas "yes," briefly describe the polici
or procedures.

19. Which of :f,llowing do you use in the English courses you teach?

literature textbook
grammar and/or lanp:uage arts textboo
required readings in literature other than textbook
recommended readings in literature
free reading (literature selected by student)

20. How are the textbooks you use selected?

_individual teacher has free choice
individual teacher selects from approved list
department faculty or committee makes selection
other (specify):

21. If you use required and/or reconmended readings in addition to a textbook, '

how are these selected?

individual teat-her has free choice
individual teacher selects from approved list
department comnittee or faculty makes selection
othr (specify):
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22. In your opinion, haw nuch freedom do you have

to determine coso content? much sone little none

to deternine teaching methods? much sone little none

to select instructional raterials? much some little none

23. During the past two years, has anyone specifically objected to, or asked for the
removal of, any book(s) which you personally have used or proposed usiAg in the
English courses you teach?

yes no (If "no," skip to number 34.)

24. If your anower to the preceding question was "yes," list below each book to which
some objection was rade. (If more than three, list the throe most recent cases.)

Note: If you taught in a different school last year, list only
those boOks to which someone objected this year.

Book 1: Author Title
B00% 2: Author Title
Book 3: Author Title

ANSWER THE RE,14AINIY.G QUESTIONS IN RELATION TO THE BOOK(S) LISTED ABOVE.

25. Who raised the original. objection?

Book 1: Book 2: Book 3: student
parent
clergyman
another teacher
English department chairnan
principal, other school administrator
member of the Board of Education
newspapor reporter or editor
local organization
(which?
national organization
(wh5.ch?
other (specify):

26. To whom was the original objection reported?

Book 1: Book 2: Book 3: directly to you
Board of Education
rrincipal or superintendent
En:lish department chairman
other (specify):

27. How was the original objection reported?

Book 1: Book 2: Book 3: by letter
by phone
in personal conferenoe
other (specify):
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28. U'nat reason was given for objecting to the book?

Book 1:
Book 2:
Book 3:

120

29. Bag was the book in question being used or to be used?

Book 1: Book 2: Book 3: textbook
additional required reading
reconnended reading
free reading (chosen by student)

30. On what grade level was the book in question being used or to be used?

Book 1: grade 'Book 2: grade Book 3: grads

31. Hag was the book in question selected?

Book 1: Book 2: Book 3: by student (free choice)
by student from recorzmended list
by teacher (free choice)
by teacher from approved list
other (specify):

32. Was the book in question a paperback or hardcover book?

Bonk 1: Book 2: Book 3: taperback
hardcover

33. Please describe what happened after the initial Objection was reported. What
actions were ta'4en by whom? What was the final outcom0 (If you need nore
space than is provided here, feel free to attach another sheet.)

Book 1:

Book 2:

Book 3:

34. Thank you for completing the questionnaire. Kindly return it in the stamped,

_addressed envelope which is enclosod. All replies will be treated confidentially.

Code I.1
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Yrs. Nyla J. Ahrens
Box 259, Lenox Hill Station
New York, N.Y. 10021
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Dear NCTE 1.:ember:

June 6, 1964

Last month a copy of the enclosed "Survey of Teachers of

English" was sent to you. Although more than sixty per cent

of the survey questionnaires already have been returned, I

have not as yet received yours. If you have posted your reply

within the past few days, kindly ignore this letter and accept

my thanks.

In case your original qUestionnaire %as become lost amid
final examinations and grade sheets, I am sending you this

additional copy with the hope that your schedule soon will'

permit you to respond. A stamped, addressed envelope also is

included for your use.

Again, I shall be grateful for your cooperation and look

forward to your reply.

Enclosures (2)

130

Sincerely,

(Mrs.) Nyla J. Ahrens

121



122

APPENDIX D

TABLE XXXVII

INCIDENCE 07 CENSORSHIP, BY STATES

State

Number
Teaching

Teachers Reporting

s Censorship Incidents

Number Per Cent

Alabama 5 0 0.0

Arizona 3 0 0.0

Arkansas 4 0 0.0

California 56 9 16.1.

Colorado 3 25.0

Connecticut 12 2 16.7

Delaware 5 1 20.0

Dist. of Columbia 1 0 0.0

Plorida 23 4 17.4

Georgia 9 0 0.0

Idaho 0 0.0

Illinois 32 4 12.5

Indiana 25 4 16.0

Iowa 13 0 0.0

Xansas 11 1 9.1

Xentucky 11 2 18.2

Louisiana 6 0 0.0

Maine 5 0 0.0
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TL XXXVII (cont'd.)

Stae
Number
Teaching

Teachers Reporting
Censorship Incidents

Number Per Cent

Maryland 12 2 16.7

Massachusetts 25 1 4.0

Michigan 25 5 20.0

Minnesota 23 3 13._

Mississippi 4 2 50.0

Missouri 14 1 7.2

Montana 3 1 33.3

Nebraska 8 0 0.0

Nevada 2 1 50.0

New Hampshire 2 0 0.0

New Jersey 13 3 23.1

New Mexico 4 0 0.0

New York 51 8 15.7

North Carolina 11 0 0.0

North Dakota 0 0.0

Ohio 39 4 10.3

Oklahoma 10 1 10.0

Oregon 9 1 11.1

Pennsylvania 34 5 14.7

Rhoda island 2 0.0

South Carolina 3 0 0.0

South Dakota 3 0 0.0
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TA3LE XXXVII (cont'd.)

State
Number
Teaching

Teachers Reportina
Censorship Incidents

Number Per Cent

Ta...essee 9 1 11.1

Texas 32 1 3.1

Utah 3 0 0.0

Vermont 3 1 33.3

Virginia 9 1

Washington 14 3 . 21.4

West Virginia 2 0 0.0

Wisconsin 11 4 36.4

Wyoming 3 0 0.0
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APPENDIX F

TABLE XXXIX

CENSORBD BOOKS: DATE OF PUBLICATION
NATIONALITY OF AUTHOR

Author Title Date of Nationality
Publication of Author

Bernstein et al West Side Story 1958 American

Buck . The Good Earth 1931 American

Budd April Snow 1951

Burdick, Wheeler Pail-Safe 1962 American

Cervantes Don Quixote 1615 Spanish

Clark Ox-Bow Incident 1940 American

Crane The Red Badge of Courage 1895 American

DelCastillo Child of Our Time 1958

Dos Passos U.S.A. 1937 American

DuMaurier Rebecca 19. ,;lish

Fast April Morning 1961 American

Faulkner Light in August 1932 American

Ferber CiMarron 1929 American

Fielding Tom Jones 1749 English

Fitzgerald Great Gatsby 1925 American

Frank Diary of a Young_Girl 1952 Dutch

Golding Lord of the Flies 1954 English

Griffin Black Like Me 1961 American

Guthrie The Way West 1949 American
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TABLE XXXIX (coat'd.)

Author Title Date of
Publication

Nationality
of Author

Hawthorne Scarlet Letter 1850 American

He,,c,en,;..
Mister Roberts 1946 American

Hemingway A Farewell to Arms 1929 American

Huxley Brave New World 1932 English

Knowles A Separate Peace 1960 American

Lawrence Sons and Lovers 1913 English

Lederer and Burdick The Ugly Am erican 1958 American

Lee To Kill A Mockingd 1960 American

Lockridge Raintree County 1948 American

McCullers The Heart is a LorelzHunter 1940 American

Michener . Fires of Spring 1949 American
Ilawaii 1959

Miller The Crucible 1953 American

More Utopia 1516 English

O'Neill A h, Wilderness! 1933 American

Orwell 1984 1949 English

Paton Too Late the Phalarope 1953 S. African

Rand The Fountainhead 1943 American

Salinger Catcher in the Rye 1951 American
Nine Short Stories 1953

Serling Requiem for a Heavyweight 1962 American

Shakespeare Merchant of Venice 1600 English
Othello 1622

Shaw Androcles and the Lion 1912 Irish
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TABLE XXXIX

Title Dato o
Publication

Nationallty
of Author

Smith A Tree Grows in Brooklyn 1943 American

Steinbeck To A God Unknown 1933 American
Of Mice and Men 1937
The aed Pony 1938
Gral-)es of Wrath 1939
The Moon is Down 1942

Twain Euckleberry Finn 1884 'American
Ton Szlwyer 1876
Mysterious Stran7er 1916

West The Devil's Advocate 1959 Australian

Wilde The Picture of Dorian Gray 1891 English

Wouk The Caine Mutiny 1951 American
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** ***
Title NCTE Wilson ALA

Bernstein et al West Side Story

Buck The Good Earth x x x

Budd April Snow

Burdick, Wheeler Fail-Safe x

CervanLes Don Quixote x x

Clark Ox-Bow Incident x
.

Crane The Red Badge of Courage x x x

Del Castillo Child of Our Time

Dos Passos U.S.A.

DuMaurier Rebecca x x x

Fast April Morning x x

Faulkner Light in August

Ferber Cimarron x x x

Fielding Tom Jones

Fitzgerald Great .Gatsby x x x

Frank 2:L=_af_a Young Girl x x x

Golding Lord of the Flies x

Griffin Black Like Me

Guthrie The Way West x x
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TALL:: XXXX (cont'd.)

Author Title
* ** **le

NOTE Wilson ALA

HaWzhorne The scarlet Letter x x x

Heggen Mister Roberts x

Hemingway A Farewell to Arms x x

Huxley Brave New World x

Knowles A Separate Peace x x

Lawrence Sons and Lovers

Lederer, Burdick The Ugly American x x x

Lee To Kill A Mockingbird x x

Lockridge Raintree County

McCullers The Heart is a Lonely Hunter

Miller The Crucible x

Michener Fires of Spring.

Hawaii x

Mbre Utonia

O'Nei_l Ah, Wilderness!

OrwelJ_ 1984 x x

Pato; Too Late the Phalarope

Rand The Fountainhead

Sab..n:yer Cctc.her in the Rye 1.z x

Nine Short Stories x

Serlin2, Requiem for a Heavyweight

Shakeseare Merchant of Venice x

Othello x
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TABLZ XXXX (cont'd.)

Author

** *k*
Title NCTE Wilson ALA

Shaw Androcles and fhe Lion

Smith A Tree Grows in Brooklyn

Steinback Grapes of Wrath

Of Mice and Men

The Moon is .Down

The Red,Pony

To A God Unknown

Twain Huckleberry Finn x

Mysterious Stranger_

Tom Snwver

West The Devil's Advocate x

Wilde Picture of Dorian Gray

Wouk The Caine Mutiny

*
1:ationa1 Council of Teachers of English. Books for You:

A List for Leisure Reading For Use by Students in Senior

High Schools.

American Library Association. A Basic Book Collection for

Rf_p.,h Schools.

Standard Catalopi for High School Libraries. Published by

the H. W. Wilson Company.
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APPENDIX

CATEGORIES USED IN CODING QUESTION 23,
....:LTED WITH ORIGINAL RESPUNSIS

Lan

2rofr.-'

language
Iter language
indecent language
Obectionable language
V_Lger language
Taking Lord's name in vain

S.7,ecific Characters,
Incidents, Passages

Concubines
Episode between scientist

and married woman
Sexy passages
Adult activities
Objectionable portions or

passages
Prostitute in play
Chapters where characters
make love

Aspects of husband/wife
relationship

Obscene situation
Mention of sexual relations
Beach scene
Giving birth

Vulgar
Immoral
Indecent
Obscene, obscenity
Trashy
Sz.utty

Bawdy
Nasty, crude
Corrupting

Cont1-7r5v7s.tv

Fear of parental objection
Fear of community objection

Suitsbilf.ty

Difficulty
Inappropriate
Not fit for age group
UnsIlitable
Adultery not fit subject for

high school
Too mature
Some students not mature enough

Corunism Leftism

Communistic
Author's pink connections in 1920's
Too many sample speaches by pinkos
Slanted to leftist point of view
Taught communism

Un-ericanism

Pessimistic; encouraged un-American
attitudes

One sentence referred to world
government

Made fun of our government

Race 2 Religion

Backs integration
Anti-semitism
Prejudice against Negroes
Anti-Catholic
Negro presented,poorly
Cynicism concerning fundamental
Christian beliefs

Religious content maligning
Catholic Church

Advocates disestablishvimnt of church
and state

146


